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June  15,  2018 
Ref:  14000.00 

Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  MA  02114 

Re:  XMBLY,  Somerville,  MA 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EEA  #15595) 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 

On  behalf  of  CDNV  Assembly,  LLC  (the  "Proponent"),  VHB  is  pleased  to  submit  the  enclosed  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  XMBLY,  a  new  mixed-use  development  located  at  5  Middlesex  Ave  in  Somerville 
Massachusetts  (the  "Project").  The  Project  is  located  on  a  9.38-acre  lot  bounded  by  Foley  Street,  Middlesex 
Avenue,  Revolution  Drive  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  in  the  outer  edge  of  Assembly  Row  in  the  City  of 
Somerville  (the  "Project  Site"). 

The  Proponent  proposes  to  redevelop  approximately  408,643  SF  (9.38  acres)  of  the  site  with  approximately  1 .5 
million  square  feet  of  pedestrian  and  transit-oriented,  mixed-use  development  that  consists  of  five  buildings 
including  the  existing  1 62,000  square  foot  office  building.  The  Project  will  be  organized  around  a  new  48,000 
square  foot  central  publicly  accessible  civic  open  space,  along  with  a  framework  of  new  roadways  within  an 
inviting  streetscape. 

We  respectfully  request  that  you  publish  notice  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  for  public  review  in  the  June  20th 
edition  of  The  Environmental  Monitor.  Public  comments  would  be  due  by  July  20,  2018  and  a  Certificate  is 
anticipated  on  or  around  July  27th.  We  look  forward  to  your  continued  review  of  this  Project.  Please  contact  me 
at  (61 7)  607-2973  if  you  have  any  questions. 


Very  truly  yours, 
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Project  Summary 

In  accordance  with  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("MEPA") 
Massachusetts  General  Law  ("MGL")  Chapter  30,  Section  61-621  and  the  regulations 
promulgated  thereunder  set  forth  at  301  CMR  1 1.00,  CDNV  Assembly,  LLC  ("the 
Proponent")  respectfully  submits  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("DEIR")  for 
XMBLY,  a  new  mixed-use  development  located  at  5  Middlesex  Ave  in  Somerville 
Massachusetts  (the  "Project"). 

1.1  MEPA  Review  Status 

On  September  30,  2016,  the  former  developer,  Somerville  Office  Associates  Limited 
Partnership,  submitted  an  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  ("EENF")  with  a 
request  for  a  Phase  1  Waiver.  On  November  30,  2016,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  and 
Environmental  Affairs  ("EEA")  issued  a  certificate  on  the  EENF  requesting  a  DEIR  and 
declining  to  grant  a  Phase  1  Waiver.  This  DEIR  satisfies  the  Scope  outlined  in  the 
Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF.  Appendix  B  includes  a  copy  of  the  Certificate. 

1.2  Site  Context  and  Existing  Site  Conditions 

The  Project  is  located  on  a  9.38-acre  lot  bounded  by  Foley  Street,  Middlesex  Avenue, 
Revolution  Drive  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  in  the  outer  edge  of  Assembly  Row  in 
the  City  of  Somerville  (the  "Project  Site").  The  adjacent  parcels  to  the  north  (across 
Foley  Street)  and  south  (across  Revolution  Drive)  support  existing  retail  uses  and 
surface  parking.  The  adjacent  parcels  to  the  north  and  east  (across  Grand  Union 
Boulevard)  are  part  of  the  Assembly  Row  mixed-use  development.  The  site  is 
located  within  walking  distance  from  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation 
Authority's  ("MBTA")  Orange  Line  Assembly  rail  station  and  multiple  bus  stops  for 
the  MBTA's  number  90  and  92  bus  lines.  The  majority  of  the  site  is  currently  utilized 
for  surface  parking,  with  one  162,000  square  foot  ("SF")  office  building  located  in  the 
southwest  corner  of  the  lot. 

The  Project  Site  has  great  visibility  from  Interstate  93  ("1-93")  and  pedestrian  access 
to  and  from  the  new  MBTA  Assembly  Station,  the  site  serves  as  a  gateway  to  the 
Assembly  Row  area,  yet  does  not  currently  offer  the  density  and  variety  of  uses  to 
establish  itself  as  a  vibrant  urban  neighborhood.  In  its  current  form,  the  site  is 
comprised  of  an  existing  four-level  162,000  SF  office  building,  which  is  in  the  process 
of  being  upgraded,  an  open  lot  (where  the  former  cinema  was  located),  and  surface 
parking  lots  currently  accommodating  approximately  800  parking  spaces.  See  Figure 
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1.1  for  a  Site  Location  Map,  Figure  1.2  for  Existing  Aerial  Conditions,  and  Figure  1.3 
for  Existing  Site  Conditions. 


1.3  Project  Description 

The  Project  will  consist  of  approximately  1.5  million  square  feet  ("MSF")  of  new 
residential  and  commercial  uses  within  five  mixed-use  buildings  surrounding  a 
48,000-square  foot  central  open  space.  As  illustrated  in  the  Project  Site  Key  in  Exhibit 
A  below,  each  building  comprises  its  own  individual  block:  Block  21  includes 
office/lab  uses,  retail/active  use  space,  and  a  fire  station;  Block  23  includes 
residential  and  retail/active  use  space;  Block  24  includes  the  existing  office  building; 
Block  25  includes  residential  and  retail/active  use  space;  and  Block  26  includes 
commercial  uses  and  retail/active  use  space.  Refer  to  Table  1-1  below  for  the  Project 
development  program,  and  Figures  1.4a-b  for  proposed  site  plans. 

Exhibit  A  -  Project  Site  Key 


The  Site  Civil  Plans  found  in  Appendix  E  provide  more  design  context  for  the  overall 
Project  Site. 

Block  21 

Block  21  is  located  in  the  northwest  corner  of  the  site,  bordered  by  Middlesex 
Avenue  to  the  west,  Foley  Street  to  the  north,  and  the  proposed  roadway  "Road  K" 
to  the  east.  The  massing  in  Block  21  proposes  two  towers  sitting  above  a  five-level 
podium.  The  two  towers  will  be  of  varying  heights  (the  lower  tower  at  approximately 
190  feet  and  the  taller  tower  at  approximately  250  feet  and  will  collectively 
accommodate  674,000  SF  of  office  and/or  laboratory  development.  The  ground  level 
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of  Block  21  will  be  comprised  of  the  building  lobbies,  which  are  oriented  towards 
"Road  K"  and  intended  to  activate  this  important  streetscape,  and  other  dynamic 
uses  including  a  4,900  SF  retail  space  facing  "Road  K"  and  a  zone  for  active  uses 
along  Foley  Street.  This  zone  has  the  potential  to  support  a  variety  of  active  uses, 
including  a  co-working  environment,  maker  space,  commercial  amenity  space,  arts 
and  creative  enterprises,  bicycle  facilities,  gathering  areas  and  other  uses  intended  to 
encourage  a  vibrant  condition  at  the  streetscape.  The  ground  level  will  also  support 
the  building's  service  areas,  including  loading,  utility  space  and  parking  entries,  as 
well  as  a  Fire  Station  for  the  City  of  Somerville,  which  is  proposed  for  the  corner  of 
Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Avenue.  Special  consideration  was  given  to  the  ground 
level  program  to  ensure  that  there  were  opportunities  for  activation  along  Foley 
Street,  "Road  K"  and  the  open  space  facing  Block  25,  while  the  service  functions 
were  organized  along  Middlesex  Avenue.  Above  the  ground  level,  the  remainder  of 
the  podium  levels  support  parking  for  Block  21  as  well  as  for  the  existing  office 
building  at  Block  24.  In  concert  with  one  sub-grade  level  of  parking,  Block  21  is 
intended  to  accommodate  1,352  vehicles. 

Block  23 

Block  23  fronts  Grand  Union  Boulevard  to  the  east,  and  borders  Revolution  Drive  to 
the  south,  the  proposed  "Road  L"  to  the  north,  and  the  proposed  "Road  K"  to  the 
west.  The  primary  program  for  Block  23  is  intended  for  multi-family  residential  use. 
Totaling  eight  levels  and  330,000  SF,  Block  23  accommodates  329  residential  units. 
Five  levels  of  residential  use  sit  above  a  three-story  concrete  podium.  The  podium 
supports  retail,  active  uses  and  parking  at  the  ground  level,  parking  and  back-of- 
house  functions  at  Level  2,  and  residential  use  at  Level  3.  Two  lobbies  support  the 
activation  of  the  ground  level;  the  main  lobby  is  located  to  serve  as  a  "gateway" 
opportunity  at  the  corner  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Revolution  Drive,  while  the 
secondary  lobby  faces  internal  to  the  site  activating  the  corner  of  "Roads  K  and  L".  A 
2,250  SF  retail/active  space  will  anchor  the  corner  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and 
"Road  L"  and  an  approximately  4,100  SF  retail  space  is  provided  on  "Road  K". 

Further  activation  along  "Road  K"  (facing  the  central  open  space)  is  provided 
through  the  positioning  of  five  residential  town  house  units  with  direct  access  to  the 
sidewalk.  The  primary  parking  and  loading  entrances  will  be  positioned  along  "Road 
L".  Parking  will  be  provided  at  the  ground  level  as  well  as  Level  2  to  support 
approximately  197  vehicles. 

Block  24 

The  existing  four  level  building,  totaling  approximately  162,000  SF  of  office  space,  is 
intended  to  remain.  Located  towards  Middlesex  Avenue,  the  building's  "L"  shaped 
configuration  offers  an  opportunity  to  provide  a  large  open  space  in  the  center  of 
the  site  which  is  proposed  to  be  a  48,000  SF  publicly  accessible  open  space.  The 
edges  of  the  ground  level  will  be  carefully  integrated  into  the  landscape  design  for 
the  central  open  space  and  a  new  entry  element  will  also  serve  as  a  back  drop  for 
the  park. 
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Block  25 

Block  25  is  located  in  the  center  of  the  site,  with  Block  21  to  its  north,  "Road  K"  to  its 
east,  and  the  proposed  open  space  hardscape  and  green  lawn  to  its  south.  Totaling 
190,000  SF  and  160  residential  units,  Block  25  is  proposed  to  be  18  levels  and  220 
feet  in  height,  which  will  give  Block  25  the  opportunity  to  significantly  contribute  to 
Somerville's  skyline.  This  building,  which  is  intended  to  be  similar  to  the  "Podium 
Tower"  typology  as  defined  in  the  proposed  Somerville  Zoning  Ordinance,  will  serve 
as  a  back  drop  for  the  central  open  space  and  provides  an  opportunity  to  offer  a 
signature  building  in  the  heart  of  the  proposed  development.  Beneath  the  tower,  the 
ground  floor  is  intended  to  be  highly  active  to  encourage  a  porous  relationship  with 
the  surrounding  civic  space.  The  lower  portion  of  this  building  is  highly  transparent 
and  is  intended  to  serve  as  a  glassy  "pavilion"  which  sits  within  the  central  open 
space,  encouraging  an  integrated  pedestrian  experience  at  the  ground  plane. 

Parking  is  intended  to  be  located  in  a  single  sub-grade  level  to  accommodate  110 
vehicles.  Access  to  the  parking  levels  is  provided  from  Middlesex  Avenue  to  allow  for 
continuity  at  the  ground  plane  at  Road  K  and  the  open  space  (to  strengthen  the 
pedestrian  experience  and  provide  for  a  cohesive  relationship  within  the  open 
spaces). 

Block  26 

Located  at  the  corner  of  Revolution  Drive  and  Mystic  Avenue,  Block  26  anchors  the 
southern  edge  of  the  site.  This  important  corner  represents  a  "gateway"  opportunity 
for  the  development's  identity.  Block  26  is  intended  to  provide  140,000  SF  of 
commercial  use  over  10  levels.  The  lobby  areas  and  active  edges  are  oriented 
towards  "Road  K"  to  allow  for  further  activation  along  this  critical  edge.  The  design 
of  Block  26  will  correspond  with  the  High  Rise  "Commercial  Building"  typology  and 
is  further  defined  in  the  design  guidelines  for  the  district. 

Table  1-1  Proposed  Development  Program  Summary 


Block 

Primary  Program  Use  Program  Area1 

Residential 

Unit  Count 

Block  21A 

Office 

388,000 

- 

Block  21 B 

Office 

286,000 

- 

Block  23 

Residential 

330,000 

329 

Block  24 

Office 

162,000 

- 

Block  25 

Residential 

190,000 

160 

Block  26 

Commercial 

140,000 

- 

Total 

1,496,000 

489 

979,000  Commercial 
517,000  Residential 

1  Inclusive  of  all  building  space,  including  mechanical  spaces.  Zoning  Gross  Floor  Area  not  yet  defined. 
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1.3.1  Urban  Design 

The  proposed  buildings  are  intended  to  offer  a  diverse  range  of  architectural 
expression.  While  the  design  of  the  buildings  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the 
Assembly  Row  pays  homage  to  the  site's  rich  industrial  past,  the  proposed  office 
developments  to  the  southern  portion  of  Assembly  Row  as  well  as  the  Partner's 
Healthcare  Headquarters  facility  have  transitioned  to  a  more  modern  architectural 
aesthetic.  In  this  context,  the  site  offers  the  opportunity  for  the  proposed  buildings 
to  further  reflect  a  distinct  modern  vision  for  Somerville's  Assembly  Square 
neighborhood. 

The  proposed  buildings  are  being  designed  with  a  focus  on  the  pedestrian 
experience,  and  careful  consideration  is  given  to  elements  at  the  ground  level  (such 
as  canopies,  storefronts,  and  building  entrances)  to  define  a  comfortable  pedestrian 
scale  at  the  street  edge.  A  high  level  of  transparency  will  be  offered  at  the  ground 
level  to  encourage  activation  and  to  provide  opportunities  for  a  "porous"  edge 
condition. 

A  critical  point  of  emphasis  is  for  each  building  (for  all  use  types)  to  express  a 
distinct  base,  middle,  and  top,  as  well  as  offering  a  varied  expression  at  the  roof  line 
to  contribute  to  the  Somerville  skyline  in  this  district.  It  is  also  critical  for  the  parking 
podium  levels  to  be  treated  in  an  integrated  manner  which  is  aligned  with  the 
primary  faqade  language  of  the  building  above.  Based  on  fagade  orientation  and 
relationship  to  the  public  realm,  the  design  guidelines  further  define  the  hierarchy  of 
street  wall  conditions  and  offer  areas  of  special  emphasis,  including  corners  which 
represent  "gateway"  opportunities  and  primary  facades  which  respond  to  the  site's 
public  realm  goals. 

Refer  to  Figures  1.5a-d  for  Project  renderings. 

1.3.2  Open  Space  and  Public  Realm 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  providing,  improving,  and  operating  the  Project  Site 
with  as  much  publicly  accessible  open  space  as  possible.  The  Project  introduces 
48,000  sf  of  publicly-accessible  open  space  bounded  by  Block  21,  Block  24  and 
"Road  K".  The  proposed  central  open  space  (roughly  the  size  of  Nunziato  Field) 
would  join  Baxter  Riverfront  Park,  Draw  7  Park,  Assembly  Line  Park,  and  the  Partners 
Open  Space  in  creating  series  of  open  space  options  for  Assembly  Square.  It  would 
be  visible  from  the  existing  building,  all  proposed  buildings,  and  from  the  newly 
constructed  public  way,  "Road  K".  Figures  1.6  shows  a  key  plan  of  the  central  open 
space  and  landscaping  provisions. 

The  open  space  design  provides  a  series  of  landscape  experiences  intended  to 
enrich  the  lives  of  the  residents  and  workers  of  Assembly  Square.  This  is  achieved 
through  the  provision  of  flexible  spaces  that  can  support  a  broad  range  of 
programming;  development  of  landscape  spaces  at  multiple  scales  to  support 
different  levels  of  social  interaction;  seamless  integration  of  stormwater  Best 
Management  Practices  ("BMPs")  and  climate  change  planning  measures;  and 
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including  strategies  for  addressing  adjacent  highway  impacts.  The  Project  proposes 
to  provide  approximately  90,840  square  feet  of  publicly  accessible  usable  open 
space.  Refer  to  Figure  1.7  for  the  Open  Space  Plan. 

1.3.3  Sustainability/Green  Building  Design 

The  Proponent  and  the  Project  design  team  are  committed  to  a  sustainable  and 
environmentally  responsible  design  approach  for  the  Project.  In  recognition  of  the 
City's  goal  to  achieve  carbon  neutrality  by  2050,  the  team  has  considered  the 
following  climate  change  and  resiliency  strategies: 

>  Site  design  will  reduce  vulnerability  to  flooding  due  to  rising  sea  levels  and 
changes  in  intensity  and  frequency  of  storms  by  raising  finished  floor 
elevations  for  occupiable  spaces  above  the  projected  flood  elevations. 

>  Consideration  will  be  given  to  the  location  of  the  proposed  buildings'  critical 
infrastructure  in  relation  to  the  projected  flood  elevations.  Additionally, 
flood  mitigation  plans  will  be  considered  for  each  building. 

>  The  Project  has  a  significant  amount  of  open  space,  tree  coverage  and 
impervious  surfaces  to  help  reduce  heat  exposure  and  the  intensity  of  the 
urban  heat  island  effect.  The  proposed  buildings  will  also  employ  high 
albedo  roof  materials  and  will  offer  opportunities  for  vegetated  roof  areas. 

>  Energy  modeling  will  be  employed  for  each  building  to  examine  building 
performance  and  to  examine  opportunities  to  provide  innovative  sustainable 
design  solutions  focused  on  reducing  GHG  emissions. 

>  The  Project  will  implement  BMPs  to  improve  water  quality.  The  stormwater 
management  system  will  be  designed  to  release  flows  less  than  or  equal  to 
the  existing  condition. 

>  The  Project  is  currently  targeting  a  goal  of  Leadership  in  Energy  and 
Environmental  Design®  ("LEED")  Version  4  Certified  rating. 

1.3.4  Anticipated  Project  Schedule 

The  Project  is  anticipated  to  be  phased  to  meet  market  demand.  Block  23  is 
intended  to  be  the  first  phase  and  will  include  the  construction  of  Roads  K  and  L,  as 
well  as  the  public  realm  improvements  along  Revolution  Drive  and  Grand  Union 
Boulevard.  Approximately  25,000  SF  of  the  site's  signature  central  open  space  will 
also  be  provided  as  part  of  the  first  phase.  This  work  is  anticipated  to  commence  in 
the  second  quarter  of  2019.  Refer  to  Figure  1.8a-f  for  the  Project's  proposed  phasing 
strategy. 
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1.4  Project  Changes  Since  the  EENF 

The  following  section  summarizes  changes  to  the  Project  since  the  EENF  filing: 

>  Proponent:  CDNV  Assembly  LLC,  the  current  Proponent,  has  acquired  the 
existing  162,000  SF  office  building  on  approximately  four  acres  from 
Somerville  Office  Associates  Limited  Partnership  and  has  a  Purchase  and 
Sale  agreement  on  the  remaining  land  of  approximately  5.4  acres  subject  to 
successful  permitting  of  their  redevelopment  proposal.  CDNV  Assembly  LLC 
is  comprised  of  respected  and  experienced  local  real  estate  development 
firms  with  a  long  track  record  of  delivering  high  quality  developments  to  the 
greater  Boston  area. 

>  Development  Program:  Overall,  the  proposed  development  program  has 
been  reduced  from  2  MSF  to  1.5  MSF; 

o  Hotel:  The  hotel  use  has  been  eliminated  from  the  Project; 

o  Residential:  The  residential  unit  number  has  increased  from  219  to 
489  and  the  square  footage  has  similarly  increased  from  239,000  SF 
to  517,000  SF; 

o  Retail:  Retail  has  decreased  from  86,000  SF  to  21,000  SF; 

o  Office/Lab:  Office/lab  space  has  decreased  from  1,271,000  SF  to 
979,000  SF; 

o  Fire  Station:  The  Project  now  includes  space  allocated  for  a 
potential  16,000  SF  fire  station; 

>  Parking:  The  number  of  parking  spaces  provided  by  the  Project  has  slightly 
increased  from  1,670  to  1,693; 

>  Open  Space:  The  open  space  plan  has  been  reimagined  to  better  suit  the 
needs  of  the  community  and  of  the  future  tenants.  Key  features  include: 

o  Central  Open  Space:  The  central  open  space  has  increased  in  size 
to  48,000  SF  from  31,600.  The  centralized  open  space  (as  opposed 
to  a  series  of  smaller  open  spaces)  creates  greater  opportunities  for 
larger  events/outdoor  programming,  and  serves  as  a  signature 
design  element  of  the  development. 

o  Festival  Street:  The  Project  now  includes  festival  street/woonerf 
along  a  3,1 50-linear  foot  portion  of  Road  K.  The  flush  curb  cut 
allows  the  street  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  streetscape  or 
neighborhood  celebrations,  and  provides  a  transition  zone  into  the 
central  open  space. 

>  Environmental/LID  Improvements:  The  Project  has  incorporated  several 
Low  Impact  Development  ("LID")  techniques  throughout  the  site.  Blocks  21 
and  23  propose  to  have  green  roofs,  the  roadways  will  have  structural  water 
quality  units  to  treat  the  stormwater  runoff  collected  by  deep  sump  catch 
basins  with  oil/debris  traps,  rain  gardens  and  permeable  pavers  to  treat 
stormwater  runoff  collected  by  sidewalks  and  open  space,  and  other 
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structural  and  non-structural  BMPs.  Key  elements  of  the  design  within  the 
landscape  include: 

o  Rain  Garden:  Introduction  of  a  feature  rain  garden  adjacent  to  the 
Central  Lawn.  The  rain  garden  will  serve  to  capture  and  retain 
surface  flow  from  the  adjacent  paved  areas.  It  would  feature  native 
and  naturalized  plantings  selected  for  their  ability  to  withstand  both 
drought  and  periods  of  limited  standing-water.  In  addition  to 
limiting  the  level  of  required  irrigation,  rain  garden  plantings  aid  in 
on-site  absorption  and  act  as  a  prominent  visual  symbol  of  the 
Project's  commitment  to  sustainable  design. 

o  Filtration  Grove:  Creation  of  a  filtration  grove  wrapping  the  south 
end  of  Block  25.  The  filtration  grove  would  work  in  conjunction  with 
the  feature  wall  to  slow  the  flow  of  airborne  particulate  from  the 
adjacent  highway  corridor  and  absorb  a  portion  of  the  increased 
carbon  load. 


1.5  Local  Planning  and  Regulatory  Context 

The  major  discretionary  approvals  likely  to  be  applicable  to  the  Project  are  described 
below. 

1.5.1  City  of  Somerville  Zoning  Controls 

The  Project  Site  is  located  within  the  Assembly  Square  Mixed-Use  District  ("ASMD"). 
The  ASMD  is  intended  to  fulfill  the  goals  and  objectives  contained  in  the  Assembly 
Square  District  Plan  (the  "ASD  Plan").  Among  other  objectives,  the  ASD  is  designed 
to  promote  pedestrian  &  transit-oriented  planning  and  design,  and  to  encourage 
the  development  of  a  mix  of  uses  including  residential,  office,  research  and 
development,  retail,  hotels,  cinemas,  performing  arts  and  institutional  uses  around 
new  pedestrian-oriented  public  places. 

The  Project  will  complement  and  support  the  surrounding  land  uses  and  adjacent 
residential  and  commercial  areas  by  providing  new  commercial  and  retail 
opportunities,  new  housing,  enhanced  public  open  spaces,  and  jobs  for  the 
surrounding  population. 

Additionally,  the  Project  Site  is  located  greater  than  300  feet  landward  from  the  bank 
of  the  Mystic  River  as  defined  in  310  CMR  10.54.2(c),  and  is  therefore  outside  of  the 
Waterfront  Overlay  District. 

Local  Permitting  Authority  and  Designation  as  a  Planned  Unit  Development 

The  Project  Site  meets  the  criteria  to  establish  a  Planned  Unit  Development  (PUD)  in 
accordance  with  the  applicable  provisions  of  Article  5,  and  with  Article  16  of  the  City 
of  Somerville  Zoning  Code  (the  "Code"),  The  purpose  of  a  PUD  is  to  provide  for  a 
greater  variety,  density  and  intensity  of  land  uses  at  a  site  than  would  normally  be 
allowed  under  base  zoning.  PUD's  allow  greater  design  flexibility,  in  return  for  more 
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thoughtful,  sensitive  land  planning  that  encourages  additional  open  space  on  site, 
and  can  reduce  the  Project's  impacts  on  sensitive  environmental  resources. 

A  PUD  may  be  permitted  in  the  ASMD  under  special  permit  with  site  plan  review 
("SPSR").  As  described  in  Section  1.4.1,  the  Project's  proposed  uses  include  office 
and  lab  space,  retail,  and  residential  uses,  which  will  require  SPSR  review  and 
approval  by  the  Planning  Board.  The  Proponent  initiated  this  review  process  through 
the  submission  of  a  PUD  Preliminary  Master  Plan  (the  "PUD-PMP")  in  March  of  2018, 
and  received  a  unanimous  vote  by  the  Planning  board  approving  the  Master  Plan  on 
June  7,  2018. 

1.5.2  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act 

The  Project  is  subject  to  review  pursuant  to  MEPA  because  the  proposed 
development  requires  one  or  more  state  agency  permits  and  exceeds  review 
thresholds  established  under  the  MEPA  implementing  regulations  (301  CMR  11.03). 
These  thresholds  are: 

>  1 1.03(6)(a)  Generation  of  3,000  or  more  new  average  daily  trips  ("adt")  on 

roadways  providing  access  to  a  single  location,  and  creation  of  1,000  new  parking 
spaces. 

MEPA  jurisdiction  is  limited  to  those  aspects  of  the  Project  that  are  within  required 
or  potentially-required  state  permits  that  may  cause  Damage  to  the  Environment  as 
defined  in  the  MEPA  regulations,  including  traffic  and  transportation,  greenhouse 
gas  emissions  and  air  quality,  and  stormwater.  Table  1-2  for  a  list  of  anticipated 
permits  and  approvals.  The  only  anticipated  state  permit  is  a  Highway  Access  Permit 
from  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation. 

Status  of  MEPA  Review 

On  September  30,  2016,  in  accordance  with  MEPA,  the  Proponent  submitted  an 
EENF  initiating  the  20-day  public  comment  period.  On  November  30,  2016,  MEPA 
issued  a  Certificate  on  the  EENF  that  required  the  filing  of  a  DEIR. 

This  DEIR  aims  to  address  the  scope  presented  in  the  ENF  Certificate  a  copy  of  which 
is  provided  in  Appendix  B.  In  addition,  this  DEIR  responds  to  the  agency  and  public 
comments  received  on  the  EENF.  A  detailed  response  to  all  agency  and  public 
comments  received  can  be  found  in  Chapter  9,  Response  to  Comments  on  the  EENF. 

1.5.3  Anticipated  Permits  and  Approvals 

Table  1-2  lists  the  permits  and  approvals  from  federal,  state  and  local  governmental 
agencies,  which  are  anticipated  to  be  required  for  the  Project.  It  is  possible  that  only 
some  of  the  permits  and  approvals  identified  below  will  be  required,  and  also  that 
there  are  other  permits  and  approvals  which  will  be  identified  in  the  course  of 
approval  of  the  Project. 
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Table  1-2  -  List  of  Anticipated  Permits  and  Approvals 

Agency/Department 

Permit/Approval/Action 

Status 

Federal 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection 

Agency 

NPDES  Notice  of  Intent  for 
Dewatering  General  Permit 

To  be  obtained  prior  to 
construction 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

Determinations  of  No  Hazard  to  Air 
Navigation  for  Buildings  and  Cranes 

To  be  obtained  prior  to 
construction 

Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Department  of  Transportation 
("MassDOT") 

Highway  Access  Permit 

To  be  obtained  prior  to 
construction 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and 
Environmental  Affairs  (MEPA  Office) 

Review  under  the  Massachusetts 
Environmental  Policy  Act 

Ongoing  -  EENF  submitted 
Sept.  2016;  DEIR  herein 

Massachusetts  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection 
(MassDEP),  Division  of  Air  Quality 

Emergency  Generator  Self- 
Certification 

To  be  obtained  prior  to 
construction 

City  of  Somerville 

Somerville  Planning  Board 

Planned  Unit  Development 
Preliminary  Master  Plan  Approval 

Board  Approved  June  7, 

2018 

Special  Permit  with  Site  Plan  Review 

To  be  obtained  prior  to 
construction 

1.5.4  Compliance  with  Applicable  Regulatory  and  Performance 
Standards 

The  studies  conducted  as  part  of  the  EENF  and  DEIR  demonstrate  how  the  Project 
will  comply  with  applicable  regulatory  and  performance  standards,  including; 
transportation,  parking,  air  quality,  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  infrastructure,  and 
construction.  Table  1-2  above  provides  the  status  of  each  permit  and  approval 
anticipated  to  be  required  for  the  Project.  Section  1.6  summarizes  the  key  findings 
and  benefits  of  the  impact  assessment  in  order  to  demonstrate  how  the  Project  will 
meet  applicable  regulatory  and  performance  standards  as  requested  by  the  EEA 
Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF. 

1.6  Summary  of  Key  Findings  and  Project  Benefits 

Land  Alteration 

Continuing  the  design  efforts  of  the  neighboring  Assembly  Row  development,  the 
Project  revitalizes  an  underutilized  urban  site.  The  Project  uses  the  land  efficiently  by 
increasing  density  in  immediate  proximity  to  public  transportation,  reduces  the  area 
of  vehicular  pavement  and  impervious  land  cover,  encourages  multi-modal  modes 
of  transportation,  and  welcomes  people  through  its  mixed-use  development  and 
public  open  space. 
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Stormwater  Management 

An  overall  goal  of  the  Project  is  to  provide  a  comprehensive  stormwater 
management  system  designed  to  enhance  the  water  resources  both  on  the  site  and 
downstream.  The  analysis  provided  in  Chapter  6,  Infrastructure,  concludes  that  the 
Project  will  vastly  improve  the  existing  conditions  on  the  site  and  accomplish  this 
goal  by: 

>  Implementing  an  environmentally  sensitive  site  design  that  creates 
additional  open  space  areas  and  significantly  reduces  the  amount  of  on-site 
paved  surface  parking  areas  thereby  re-establishing  components  of  a 
natural  water  cycle  (evapotranspiration,  groundwater  recharge  and  runoff) 
on  the  site. 

>  Improving  the  surface  water  and  groundwater  quality  by  implementing 
integrated  stormwater  controls  throughout  the  Project  area  including  the 
use  of  LID  techniques,  where  feasible,  as  well  as  traditional  stormwater  Best 
Management  Practices  ("BMPs")  combined  with  a  thorough  Operation  and 
Maintenance  Plan. 

>  The  stormwater  management  design  separates  storm  drainage 
infrastructure  from  sanitary  sewer  infrastructure  and  will  not  have  any  illicit 
discharges. 

>  The  stormwater  management  system  is  designed  to  attenuate  the  peak  rate 
and  volume  of  runoff  to  meet  existing  conditions. 

Sustainability/Environmental 

Sustainable  and  high-performance  building  strategies  are  at  the  core  of  the  design 
for  the  Project. 

Sustainable  Design  -  The  Project  utilizes  sustainable  design  strategies  and  is 
anticipated  to  exceed  minimum  building  energy  code  requirements,  thereby 
maximizing  the  conservation  of  energy  and  water,  and  minimizing  impacts  to 
regional  infrastructure  and  water  resources. 

Area  Revitalization  -  The  Project  revitalizes  an  underutilized  urban  site,  uses  land 
efficiently  by  increasing  density  in  immediate  proximity  to  public  transportation,  and 
encourages  the  use  of  non-automotive  modes  of  transportation. 

LEED  -  The  Project  is  currently  targeting  a  goal  of  Leadership  in  Energy  and 
Environmental  Design®  ("LEED")  Version  4  Certified  rating.  The  Applicant  will 
provide  a  LEEDv4  checklist  as  part  of  the  Special  Permit  Application. 

Climate  Resilience  -  The  site  design  will  reduce  vulnerability  to  flooding  due  to 
rising  sea  levels  and  changes  in  intensity  and  frequency  of  storms  by  raising  finished 
floor  elevations  for  occupiable  spaces  above  projected  flood  elevations.  Strategies 
as  highlighted  in  the  City  of  Somerville's  Sustainable  &  Resilient  Buildings 
Questionnaire  have  been  considered  as  part  of  the  master  plan  and  will  be  further 
examined  during  the  SPSR  process  for  each  building. 
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Transportation 

Pedestrians  -  The  Project  will  improve  the  pedestrian  environment  significantly 
through  the  development  of  the  new  pedestrian  pathways  and  sidewalk  connections 
and  the  creation  of  new  publicly  accessible  open  space. 

Bicycle  Accommodations  and  Parking  -  The  Project  will  incorporate  bicycle 
accommodations  in  compliance  with  the  City  of  Somerville's  guidelines  to 
encourage  cycling  as  a  strong  alternative  transportation  mode. 

Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  Program  -  The  Project  will 
implement  a  robust  program  of  TDM  strategies  to  take  full  advantage  of  its 
proximity  to  multiple  mobility  options  and  to  reduce  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from 
the  Project  Site.  Please  refer  to  Section  3.17  for  a  description  of  specific  TDM 
measures  to  be  implemented  for  the  Project. 

Social  and  Economic 

Enhanced  Retail  Opportunities  -  The  Project  will  provide  new  retail  opportunities 
for  neighborhood  residents,  visitors,  and  the  public,  consistent  with  the  goals  of  the 
Assembly  Square  Mixed-Use  District. 

New  Job  Creation  -The  Project  will  enhance  the  economy  by  creating  permanent 
jobs  related  to  the  retail,  and  create  construction  jobs  in  a  variety  of  trades  for  the 
Project  construction. 

Enhanced  Tax  Revenues  -  The  Project  will  generate  positive  tax  revenue  for  the 
City  of  Somerville. 

Affordable  Housing  -  Consistent  with  the  City  of  Somerville  Inclusionary  Housing 
Project,  the  Applicant  is  proposing  that  20  percent  of  the  residential  units  to  be 
constructed  as  part  of  the  Project  will  be  set  aside  as  affordable  units  consistent  with 
the  Provisions  of  Article  13  -  Inclusionary  Housing  of  the  Zoning  Ordinances. 

Linkage  Fees  -  The  Project  will  generate  significant  fees  in  excess  of  $17  million  that 
will  be  utilized  for  housing  and  jobs  linkage,  as  well  as  community  benefits  and  city 
infrastructure. 

Potential  Fire  Station  -  The  Plans  are  holding  an  approximate  16,000  SF  space 
located  in  Block  23  for  the  potential  of  a  new  fire  station  that  will  serve  the  Assembly 
District. 

Green  Space  -  A  centrally  located  park  that  is  a  venue  for  use  and  engagement 
from  both  the  public  and  businesses  in  the  nearby  area. 
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FIGURE  1.2  EXISTING  AERIAL  CONDITIONS 
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FIGURE  1.3  EXISTING  SITE  CONDITIONS 
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FIGURE  1.4A  PROPOSED  CONDITIONS  -  GROUND  FLOOR  PLAN 
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FIGURE  1.4B  PROPOSED  CONDITIONS  -TYPICAL  UPPER  FLOOR  PLAN 
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FIGURE  1.5A  AERIAL  VIEW 
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FIGURE  1.5B  STREETSCAPE  -  VIEW  FROM  ROAD  K 
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FIGURE  1.5C  STREETSCAPE  -  VIEW  FROM  CENTRAL  OPEN  SPACE 
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FIGURE  1.5D  STREETSCAPE  -VIEW  FROM  ROAD  L 
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FIGURE  1.6  CENTRAL  OPEN  SPACE 
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FIGURE  1.8A  SITE  PHASING  |  EXISTING  CONDITIONS 
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FIGURE  1.8B  SITE  PHASING  I  PHASE  1  I  BLOCK  23  BUILD-OUT 
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FIGURE  1.8C  SITE  PHASING  |  PHASE  2  I  BLOCK  21 A  BUILD-OUT  (LOWER) 
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FIGURE  1.8D  SITE  PHASING  I  PHASE  2  I  BLOCK  21A  BUILD-OUT  (UPPER) 
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FIGURE  1.8E  SITE  PHASING  I  PHASE  3  I  BLOCK  21 B  BUILD-OUT 


BUILDING 


PROGRAM  USE 


AREA 


GRAND 
UNION  BLVD 


n 

BLOCK  22 

FRIT  parcel 


activated  deck 


BLOCK  23 

8  floors 
330,000  sf 
329  units 


activated  deck 


BLOCK  26 

10  floors 
140,000  sf 


fSTxTxl 


BLOCK  21A 

19  floors 
388,000  sf 


IVIVIVI 


BLOCK  21 B 

15  floors 
286,000  sf 


BLOCK  24 

existing  building 
162,000  sf 


property 


MIDDLESEXAVENUE 


BLOCK 21A 
BLOCK  21 B 
BLOCK  23 

BLOCK  24 

BLOCK  25 

BLOCK  26 

OFFICE  |  19  floors 

OFFICE  |  15  floors 
RESIDENTIAL!  329  units 
OFFICE  |  existing 
RESIDENTIAL!  160  units 
COMMERCIAL  |  10  floors 

388,000  sf 
286,000  sf 
330,000  sf 
162,000  sf 
190,000  sf 
140,000  sf 

TOTAL AREA 

1,496,000  sf 

RETAIL /ACTIVE 

BLOCKS  21-26 

21,000  sf 

COMMERCIAL  |  979,000  SF 

66%  use 

RESIDENTIAL!  517,000  SF 

34%  use 

1 

RDAD  K 

rumu  (\ 

s' 

....... 

p 

7 

l 

BLOCK  25 

17  floors  l 
160  units  \ 
190,000  sf 

*1  rwm 

A  1  iii 

7 

1  ' 

N 


□  COMMERCIAL  □  RESIDENTIAL  □  RETAIL  □  ACTIVE  USE  Q  PARKING  |  BACK  OF  HOUSE 


0  25  50  100 


era 


'•Vhb 


N  O  V  A  Y  A  $  Cresset 


FIGURE  1.8F  SITE  PHASING  I  PHASE  4  I  BLOCK  25  AND  BLOCK  26  BUILD-OUT 
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Alternatives  Analysis 

In  accordance  with  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF,  this  chapter  provides  a 
summary  of  site  development  alternatives  previously  considered  in  the  EENF,  as  well 
as  an  analysis  of  three  alternatives  requested  in  the  Secretary's  Certificate,  including 
a  No-Build  Alternative,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  and  an  LID  Alternative.  The  three 
requested  alternatives  are  presented  alongside  an  analysis  of  their  public  benefits 
and  environmental  impacts  compared  to  those  of  the  Project. 

2.1  Summary  of  Earlier  Alternatives 

The  Proponent  considered  several  on-site  alternatives  during  the  initial  design  of  the 
Project,  including  multiple  design  and  program  iterations.  The  EENF  included  a  brief 
description  of  key  alternatives  considered,  including: 

1.  No-Build  -  The  No-Build  Alternative  would  maintain  the  existing  configuration 
of  the  Project  Site.  The  site  would  remain  as  is,  dominated  by  surface  parking 
lots.  This  alternative  would  yield  no  improvement  to  environmental  conditions, 
no  increase  in  retail  space,  housing  units,  and  no  new  open  spaces.  Under  the 
No-Build  Alternative,  the  site  would  maintain  its  high  level  of  impervious  cover 
and  implement  no  improvements  to  stormwater  treatment. 

2.  Decreased  Build  -  The  Decreased  Build  Alternative  involved  the  construction  of 
a  smaller  program  resulting  in  the  potential  for  fewer  buildings  and/or  smaller 
footprints.  While  this  Alternative  has  the  potential  to  reduce  the  project's 
environmental  footprint,  it  would  not  contain  the  critical  mass  of  retail  and  office 
spaces  necessary  for  commercial  viability.  This  alternative  would  also  have  less 
open  space,  fewer  street  trees,  and  fewer  new  economic  opportunities.  As 
described  in  the  EENF,  the  Decreased  Build  Alternative  would  not  satisfy  the  area 
master  plan  or  regional  plans  to  create  vibrant  mixed-use,  transit-oriented 
developments.  In  summary,  a  smaller  development  project  would  not  be 
economically  feasible  to  construct  or  operate  and  would  not  yield  as  many 
environmental  improvements  or  benefits  to  the  Site,  the  City  of  Somerville,  and 
the  greater  region. 

3.  Increased  Build  -  The  Increased  Build  Alternative  would  include  additional 
residential  units  and  increased  commercial  space.  However,  this  alternative  is  not 
feasible  as  it  would  conflict  with  local  zoning  regulation  (the  Project  is  already 
being  developed  at  the  maximum  density  according  to  the  City  of  Somerville 
Zoning  Bylaw).  The  Increased  Build  Alternative  would  yield  additional 
transportation  impacts  such  as  increased  traffic  and  parking  needs,  and 
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increased  infrastructure  demands  and  stormwater  impacts.  The  Increased  Build 
Alternative  would  also  conflict  with  community  planning  goals  in  Somerville  and 
take  longer  to  construct.  For  these  reasons,  this  Alternative  is  not  being  further 
pursued. 

4.  EENF  Preferred  Alternative  -  The  Preferred  Alternative  described  previously  in 
the  EENF  includes  the  construction  of  a  multi-phased,  mixed-use  development 
that  proposed  up  to  two  million  square  feet  of  hotel,  residential,  office,  biotech, 
innovation  space,  ground  floor  retail  uses,  and  approximately  1,670  above  and 
below-grade  vehicle  parking. 

Since  the  EENF  filing,  as  further  described  in  Section  1.2,  the  Proponent  has 
modified  the  Preferred  Alternative  in  certain  ways  to  incorporate  feedback  from 
City  and  State  Agencies  as  well  as  the  community. 

2.2  DEIR  Alternatives 

The  following  section  provides  a  description  and  evaluation  of  the  project 
alternatives  that  were  considered  in  the  site  design  process  in  order  to  work  towards 
the  goals  and  intentions  of  the  Proponent,  as  well  as  the  requirements  of  the 
Secretary's  EENF  Certificate.  Table  2-1  below  compares  the  project  alternatives. 

Table  2-1  Project  Build  Alternatives 


No-Build 

EENF  Preferred 

Alternative 

LID  Alternative 

Building  Floor  Area 

162,000  SF1 

2  Million  SF 

1.5  Million  SF 

Residential  Use 

-0- 

239,000  sf 

617,000  sf 

Commercial  Use 

162,000  SF 

1,508,250  SF 

979,000  SF 

Parking  Spaces 

Up  to  800  Spaces 

Up  to  1,670  Spaces 

Up  to  1,693  Spaces 

1-  The  existing  building  was  reported  to  be  195,000  sf  in  the  prior  EENF  filing,  however  a  portion  of 
that  building  has  since  been  demolished  and  converted  to  surface  parking. 


2.2.1  No  Build  Alternative 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  maintain  the  existing  conditions  at  the  Project  Site, 
leaving  in  place  the  existing  162,000  SF  office  building  with  800  surface  parking 
spaces,  as  shown  on  Figure  1.3.  Although  the  No-Build  Alternative  would  not  result 
in  any  new  impacts,  it  would  eliminate  the  Proponent's  ability  to  provide  the 
environmental  and  community  benefits  inherent  in  the  proposed  development, 
particularly  with  respect  to  redevelopment  of  an  underutilized  lot  in  the  heart  of  the 
Assembly  Square  District,  improved  water  quality  through  implementation  of  new 
stormwater  management  infrastructure  and  new  landscaping,  new  residential,  retail 
and  commercial  opportunities,  increased  tax  revenue,  and  creation  of  new  jobs. 

Under  the  No-Build  Alternative,  the  majority  of  the  site  would  remain  in  its 
previously  disturbed  state  with  high  impervious  coverage  and  limited  to  no  drainage 
systems  to  provide  treatment  of  runoff  resulting  in  stormwater  runoff  water  quality 
impacts  to  the  Mystic  River.  While  the  No-Build  Alternative  is  not  considered  a  viable 
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option  for  the  site,  it  is  used  to  establish  the  existing  and  future  No-Build  "baseline" 
conditions  for  the  technical  analyses  of  this  DEIR. 

2.2.2  EENF  Preferred  Alternative 

The  EENF  Preferred  Alternative,  discussed  in  section  2.1  above,  and  shown  in  Figure 
2.1,  EENF  Preferred  Alternative,  includes  the  construction  of  a  multi-phased,  mixed- 
use  development  that  proposes  up  to  approximately  two  million  square  feet  of 
hotel,  residential,  office,  biotech,  innovation  space,  ground  floor  retail  uses,  and 
approximately  1,670  above  and  below-grade  vehicle  parking. 

2.2.3  LID  Alternative  (Project) 

The  LID  Alterative  consists  of  the  Project  as  proposed  in  this  filing.  As  described  in 
Section  1.3,  Project  Description,  and  Section  1.4,  Project  Changes  Since  the  EENF,  the 
LID  Alternative  incorporates  a  series  of  LID  techniques  and  BMPS  throughout  the 
site.  Blocks  21  and  23  propose  to  have  green  roofs,  the  roadways  will  have  structural 
water  quality  units  to  treat  the  stormwater  runoff  collected  by  deep  sump  catch 
basins  with  oil/debris  traps,  rain  gardens  and  permeable  pavers  to  treat  stormwater 
runoff  collected  by  sidewalks  and  open  space,  and  other  structural  and  non- 
structural  BMPs.  Refer  to  Figure  1.4a-b  for  the  Project  Site  Plan. 

2.3  Comparison  of  Project  Alternatives 

The  sections  below  compare  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  Project 
alternatives.  Table  2-2  below  provides  a  quantitative  impact  analysis  comparing  the 
No  Build,  the  EENF  Preferred  Alternative,  and  the  LID  Alternative.  The  sections  that 
follow  qualitatively  describe  potential  environmental  impacts  including  land 
alteration/stormwater  management,  transportation  and  parking,  greenhouse  gas 
emissions,  and  water/wastewater. 
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Table  2-2  Quantitative  Comparison  of  Project  Alternatives 


Impact  Category 

No-Build 

EENF  Preferred 

Alternative 

LID  Alternative 
(Project) 

Land 

Size  of  Project  Site 

Percent  Open  Space 

9.4  acres 
±87% 

9.4  acres 
±38% 

9.4  acres 
±42% 

Central  Open  Space 

None 

31,600  sf 

48,000  sf 

Water  &  Wastewater 

Water  Use  (GPD) 

±13,365  GPD 

±180,850  GPD 

±171,424  GPD 

Wastewater  Generation  (GPD) 

Transportation 

±12,150  GPD 

±162,765  GPD 

±155,840  GPD 

New  Daily  Vehicle  Trips 
(Unadjusted) 

Parking 

2,516 

21,166 

13,638 

Total  Parking  Spaces 

800 

1,670 

1,693 

sf  square  feet 

GPD  gallons  per  day 


Land  Alteration/Stormwater 

The  No-Build  Alternative  would  result  in  no  change  in  impervious  area,  however, 
existing  pervious  areas  on  the  Project  Site  include  compacted  dirt  and  gravel  with 
limited  vegetation  and  poor  infiltration  capacity.  The  EENF  Alternative  proposed  a 
reduction  in  total  impervious  area,  but  was  unclear  on  how  that  reduction  would 
occur  and  what  techniques  were  being  employed.  Through  the  incorporation  of 
green  roofs,  rain  gardens,  and  permeable  pavers,  the  LID  Alternative  reduces 
impervious  area  and  improves  upon  the  EENF  Preferred  Alternative  by  incorporating 
LID  techniques  which  reduce  the  generation  of  stormwater  and  non-point  source 
pollution  by  decreasing  the  amount  of  impervious  area  and  maximize  open  space. 

The  Project  will  vastly  improve  the  existing  water  quality  conditions  on  the  site  and 
accomplish  this  goal  by: 

>  Implementing  an  environmentally  sensitive  site  design  that  creates  additional 
open  space  areas  and  reduces  the  amount  of  on-site  paved  surface  parking 
areas  thereby  re-establishing  components  of  a  natural  water  cycle 
(evapotranspiration,  groundwater  recharge  and  runoff)  on  the  site. 

>  Improving  the  surface  water  and  groundwater  quality  by  implementing 
integrated  stormwater  controls  throughout  the  Project  area  including  the  use 
of  LID  techniques,  where  feasible,  as  well  as  traditional  stormwater  BMPs 
combined  with  a  thorough  Operation  and  Maintenance  Plan. 

>  The  stormwater  management  design  separates  storm  drainage  infrastructure 
from  sanitary  sewer  infrastructure  and  will  not  have  any  illicit  discharges. 

>  The  stormwater  management  system  is  designed  to  attenuate  the  peak  rate 
and  volume  of  runoff  to  meet  existing  conditions. 
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Transportation  and  Parking 

Since  the  No-Build  Alternative  did  not  create  any  new  buildable  area,  it  would  not 
result  in  any  new  vehicle  trips  or  need  for  parking. 

The  EENF  Preferred  Alternative  included  hotel  use  and  a  higher  ratio  of  office  to 
residential  which  is  more  impactful  in  terms  of  vehicle  trips.  The  LID  Alternative 
eliminates  hotel  use,  reduces  overall  program,  and  provides  a  mix  of  uses  that 
generate  fewer  trips  than  the  EENF  Preferred  Alternative.  The  LID  Alternative  is 
anticipated  to  reduce  the  vehicle  trips  by  approximately  35  percent. 

The  LID  Alternative  proposes  a  similar  number  of  parking  spaces  to  the  EENF 
Preferred  Alternative.  Refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  additional  information 
on  the  proposed  transportation  and  parking  plan. 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

As  discussed  above,  given  the  reduction  in  new  building  program  and  vehicle  trips 
as  compared  to  the  EENF  Preferred  Alternative,  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  expected 
to  result  in  reduced  GHG  and  other  air  emissions  associated  with  building  energy 
usage  (stationary  sources)  and  single-occupancy  vehicles  (mobile  sources). 

Water  and  Wastewater 

Since  the  No-Build  Alternative  did  not  create  any  new  buildable  area,  it  would  not 
create  any  new  need  for  water  or  generation  of  wastewater.  As  a  result  of  reductions 
in  the  overall  program  and  a  shift  in  proposed  uses,  the  LID  Alternative  would  result 
in  less  water  use  and  wastewater  generation  compared  to  the  EENF  Preferred 
Alternative.  Refer  to  Chapter  6,  Infrastructure,  for  additional  information  on  the 
proposed  approach  to  minimizing  water  use  and  wastewater  generation 


Alternatives  Analysis 
2-5 


■ 

' 


. 


) 

' 


. 


■ 


. 


5 

c 

.o 

■C 

s 


o 

£ 

"3 

c 

Qj 

5 

c 

2 

> 

c 

uj 


_>s 

IS 

E 

CD 

<-o 

4— ‘ 

ro 

CD 

U 

C 

IS 

<D 

CL 

(U 

-C 


CD 

4 — > 

C 

<d 

U 

-c 

2 

ra 

O) 

CD 

CL 

"O 

c 

rc 

CD 

U 

SS 

O 

aj 

-c 


LU 

=> 


£ 


X 


00 


o 

Q 


< 

< 

< 


2r 

CO 

E 

E 

Z3 

c n 
0 

c/5 

c 

03 


0 

03 


0  0 

•So  £ 

O  tH 
g  «  co 
in  n  ® 

CN  <-> 

n  “l  g 

CD  «-  co 


CO 
0 
„  o 

o 

g£ 

CD*  CN- 
00  t“ 


O)  03 


CD  CO  03 

CL  CL  P 


■cot 

(D  CD  CD 


Z>  0)  Q 
U  o 

Q-  Q_ 

0  CO 

s  ° 

CD  cd 


■d  -o 
CD  0 

11 
CD  2 
CC  CL 


P  CD  ft  CD 

co  o  y  y  "o 
StfctS 

CC  O  CO  00  O 


,o  ,o  to  ,o  ,o 


0 

CD 

>- 

0 

CN 

— 

■  8 

W 

O 

O 

■  ! 

O 

CO 

a) 

o 

CD 

1  LO 

CN 

CN 

, — 

0 

lO 

1 

C 

0 

"0 

U  . 

0 

03 

X 

DC  l 

0 

0 

0 

O 

1 — 

1 —  1 

o 
O  -o 
CD 


"O 

CD 

P  to 

>  CD 

2  E 

Q-  _0 

CO  (J 
CD  CD 
O  «- 


>* 

c 


CO 

CD 

~o 

CD 

CL 


X 

LU 

C 


_0 

D 

O 

1c 

2 


<  < 


—  E  CD 


CO 


> 

03 

E 

E 

D 

CO 


__  TO 
CD 


in 

S  i  8. 

0^0 

CL  Ql 


0  13 

a  cr 

M-  0 

0 

n  0 

S  CD 

O  ro 

®  « 

4-*  O) 
CD  c 
0  Iv 
O  CD 
O  CL 
^  00 
LO  00 


0  0 
0  (j 

g  a 


0  O 


O) 

a. 9 

-V 
TO  )= 

2  a 

p  0 

o  o 

D  0 
0  D 
O 
O 


O  CO 
O 

00  jj 

b  ■§) 


0 


c 
TO 

‘5  o) 
CO  c 

c/3  Id  ? 
r-  O  P 

CD  CO 


O 
0  O 
0  CO 


H-  0 

0  0  o 

o  o  o 
o  O  o 
°-  °-  o 

SS  ” 


'  0  CD 


0 


E 

D 

00 

CO 

CM 

-X 

o 

o 


-?  00 
E  0 

X  — 


TO 
Q) 

0 
o 

p  ° 
o  o 

CL 


_  0 
03  0  O 
C  O  q= 

0  o  . . 
•  o> 

• •  00  T- 

V  4 

CM  CD  t- 
0  0  0 


M-  ^ 
0  0 

S  5 

g  g 

8  0 
§  8 


TO  O 

0 

"o  t— 
>  .  . 
2  o 

s'S 

o  ^ 


.  .  Q.  CL  ‘ 
03  0  0 
C 

"o 


03  03  ‘ 
C  C 


O  O 
o  o 


P  o  O  O  £  CM 
.  CD 


Z3  tf 
CD  0 

£3  CD 
.O  ‘  ' 


tl  03 

S  c 
aT 
LD  ~ 

co  p 

co 


03 

c 


0  0 


0 


> 

0 

E 

E 

D 

00 

CM 

CM 

x  | 
o  « 


CD  § 
0  O 
0 

Z)  00 


0 


TO 
0 
X 

*=  0 


^  0 
TO  CC 
0  .  . 
0  v- 

O  »_ 

S  ° 

P  o 


CCl  0.  CL  LL 


_  o 
O  °  o 
o  °  ° 

S  °- 

OS  CD  cm 
in  in  ^ 

4-i  0 

”  ^  0 
03  0  (j 
C  O  cp 

?£o 
0  o 
-  -  oo 

•  -  O  T— 

LO  •« — 

CN  C6  ^ 

0  0  0 
bob- 
p  p  p  s  ^ 

LL  LL  LL  I—  LO 


-  0 

^  ° 
Is"  0 
•  •  Q. 
03  0 
P  03 
p  C 

D  P 

CO  0 
_  Q. 


ID 
0 
~o 
>  . 

2  b 

Q.  - 1 
0  § 
0  s 

O  ^ 
0  u, 
Q.  ^ 

0  03 

P  0 
P  _C 
b  co 
0  c 

LO  CO 


I? 

0  > 
CL  O 


c 

0 

-g 

0 

0 

CC 


0 

go 

s  ^ 

S  5° 


™  CD 

’ll 


o 

CL  c 


O  03 
CO  C 

•  0  I 

|P  CO 


0 

■o 


0 

E 

E 

D 

00 


00  • 
00 


o 

X 

T3 
0 
0 
O 
a 
o  ; 


o  0 

P  CL 

CD 
LO  CD 


0 

O  5 

LO  o 

L  CM 
,  % — I  LO 

,  m  to 
r  g>P> 

3^ 

b  o> 
co  c 


0 

*6 


03 

C 


>  3  m 

m  o 

LO 

r  o  lT 

If.  00 

CD  O  Z 

^  D)  0 

CM  c  E 

i  'f  b 


0 

:S 


x-  W 

LO  0  , 

CD  O  1 

*—  0  1J, 
Q-  r~ 
P  0  03 
P  03  a) 

P  P  -C 

b  -Jf  03 

?  a  =6 

™  in  = 

co  uj  ^  2  oo 


133H1S  A3103 


Somerville,  Massachusetts  Figure  2-1 

EENF  Preferred  Alternative 

Source:  Spagnolo  Gisness  &  Associates,  201 6 
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3 

Transportation 

In  accordance  with  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF,  VHB  has  prepared  a 
detailed  Traffic  Impact  and  Access  Study  (the  "Study")  for  the  Project.  The  Study 
quantifies  existing  and  projected  future  traffic  conditions  with  and  without  the 
Project.  Based  on  the  analysis  of  the  future  traffic  conditions,  the  Project  is  not 
expected  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  Study  area  locations. 

3.1  Transportation  Analysis  Methodology 

VHB  prepared  the  traffic  assessment  in  three  stages.  The  first  stage  involved  an 
assessment  of  existing  traffic  conditions  within  the  Study  area  including  an  inventory 
of  existing  roadway  geometry;  observations  of  traffic  flow,  including  daily  and  peak 
period  traffic  counts;  and  a  review  of  vehicular  crash  data. 

The  second  stage  of  the  Study  established  the  framework  for  evaluating  the 
transportation  impacts  of  the  proposed  Project.  Specific  travel  demand  forecasts  for 
the  Project  were  assessed  along  with  future  traffic  demands  on  the  Study  area 
roadways  due  to  projected  background  traffic  growth  and  other  proposed  area 
developments  that  may  occur  independent  of  the  proposed  development.  The  year 
2024,  a  seven-year  time  horizon,  was  selected  as  the  design  year  for  analysis  for  the 
preparation  of  this  traffic  impact  and  access  assessment  in  accordance  with  the 
standard  industry  practices  in  Massachusetts. 

The  third  and  final  stage  of  the  Study  discusses  possible  measures  to  improve 
existing  and  future  traffic  operations  in  the  area  and  offsetting  the  traffic-related 
impacts  associated  with  the  development  of  the  Project. 

As  part  of  this  evaluation,  VHB  considered  traffic  conditions  under  the  following  the 
following  conditions: 

>  2017  Existing  conditions  -  This  scenario  considers  the  existing  roadway 
infrastructure  and  currently  observed  traffic  volumes. 

>  2024  No-Build  conditions  -  The  2017  observed  volumes  will  be  adjusted  using 
an  annual  growth  factor  to  reflect  anticipated  future  regional  traffic  growth.  Site- 
specific  traffic  generated  by  other  definitively-known  development  projects  that 
could  impact  traffic  conditions  within  the  Study  area  also  will  be  added.  Traffic 
generated  by  these  projects  was  obtained  from  available  project  traffic  studies, 
or  estimated  as  part  of  this  evaluation.  The  roadway  infrastructure  analyzed 
includes  mitigation  planned  by  other  projects  and/or  municipal  or  state 
undertakings  that  are  planned  to  be  completed  within  the  analysis  horizon. 
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>  2024  Full  Project  Build  conditions  -  This  scenario  involves  adding  the 
additional  Project-Site-generated  traffic  being  added  to  the  2024  No-Build 
volumes. 

The  capacity  analyses  will  be  conducted  using  the  methodology  presented  in  the 
2010  Highway  Capacity  Manual  or  other  approved  procedures  using  Synchro™ 
software. 

3.2  Study  Area 

As  directed  by  the  Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF,  the  following  intersections 
and  their  approach  roadways  were  included  in  the  assessment.  The  following  Study 
area  intersections  were  included  in  the  Study  area  for  this  assessment: 

Somerville 

>  Middlesex  Avenue  at  Foley  Street 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Revolution  Drive 

>  Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Foley  Street 

>  Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Revolution  Drive 

>  Foley  Street  at  Site  Driveway 

>  Foley  Street  at  K-Mart  Driveway  /  Driveway 

>  Revolution  Drive  at  Site  Driveway  /  Home  Depot  Driveway 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Wheatland  Street  /  Bailey  Road 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route  38)  /  1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp 

>  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  NB  Off-Ramp 

>  1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp  at  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

>  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

>  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

Medford 

>  Wellington  Circle  East 

>  Wellington  Circle  West 

>  Wellington  Circle  North 
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>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Avenue 
Boston 

>  Route  99/Main  Street/Maffa  Way/Cambridge  Street  (Sullivan  Square) 

>  1-93  northbound  off-ramp  at  Cambridge  Street  Wellington  Circle  East 

The  Study  area  intersections  listed  above  are  highlighted  in  Figure  3.1,  and  the 
observed  intersection  geometry,  travel-lane  use,  and  traffic  control  are  shown  in 
Figure  3.2 


3.3  Roadway  and  Intersection  Geometry 

Descriptions  of  the  Study  area  roadways  and  intersections  are  provided  below, 
including  descriptions  of  the  existing  lane  configurations,  traffic  control  at  the  Study 
intersections,  the  roadway  jurisdiction  in  this  area,  and  existing  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  infrastructure. 

3.3.1  Study  Area  Roadways 

Middlesex  Avenue 

Middlesex  Avenue  runs  between  Fellsway  (Route  28)  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38). 
It  is  classified  as  an  urban  minor  arterial  roadway  and  is  under  local  City  of 
Somerville  jurisdiction.  Middlesex  Avenue  runs  in  a  generally  north/south  direction 
and  consists  of  two  travel  lanes  in  the  northbound  direction  and  one  travel  lane  in 
the  southbound  direction  between  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Foley  Street  and 
one  travel  lane  in  each  direction  between  Foley  Street  and  Fellsway  (Route  28). 
Exclusive  turn  lanes  are  provided  at  all  major  intersections.  The  posted  speed  limit 
on  the  roadway  is  30  miles  per  hour  ("mph").  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  both 
sides  of  the  roadway  between  Foley  Street  and  Fellsway  (Route  28),  and  on  the 
southbound  side  of  the  roadway  from  Foley  Street  to  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38). 
Sidewalks  are  provided  along  both  sides  of  the  roadway  and  crosswalks  are 
provided  at  major  intersections.  Land  use  along  Middlesex  Avenue  is  mainly 
commercial 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

Within  the  Study  area,  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  runs  between  Grand  Union 
Boulevard  and  Wheatland  Street.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  in  this  area  consists  of 
two  different  segments  separated  by  1-93:  a  two-way  segment  from  Wheatland 
Street  to  the  1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp,  and  a  one-way  segment  northbound  from 
Grand  Union  Boulevard  to  the  1-93  Northbound  On-Ramp.  The  one-way  segment  of 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  transitions  into  Bailey  Road  and  connects  to  the  other 
segment  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38).  The  roadway  is  classified  as  an  urban  minor 
arterial  roadway  and  is  under  mostly  MassDOT  jurisdiction  within  the  Study  area. 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  runs  in  a  northwest/southeast  direction.  Mystic  Avenue 
(Route  38)  northwest-bound  consists  of  three  travel  lanes  from  Grand  Union 
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Boulevard  to  Middlesex  Avenue.  At  Middlesex  Avenue,  the  left-lane  diverges  onto 
the  1-93  Northbound  On-Ramp  and  the  remaining  two  lanes  continue  straight  onto 
Bailey  Road.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  southeast-bound  consists  of  two  travel  lanes 
between  Wheatland  Street  and  the  McGrath  Highway  Northbound  Off-Ramp. 
Exclusive  turn  lanes  are  provided  at  major  intersections.  There  is  no  posted  speed 
limit  within  the  Study  area.  Sidewalks  are  provided  along  the  west  side  of  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  southeast-bound  between  Wheatland  Street  and  the  1-93 
Southbound  On-Ramp  and  both  sides  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  northwest- 
bound  for  most  of  the  roadway.  Crosswalks  are  provided  at  major  intersections. 
MBTA  bus  routes  92  and  95  travel  along  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  with  route  92 
traveling  on  the  roadway  between  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Revolution  Drive. 
Land  use  along  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  is  a  mixture  of  commercial  and  residential. 

Grand  Union  Boulevard 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  runs  from  Fellsway  (Route  28)  to  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38). 

It  is  classified  as  an  urban  collector  roadway  and  is  under  local  City  of  Somerville 
jurisdiction.  Grand  Union  Boulevard  runs  in  a  generally  north/south  direction  and 
consists  of  one  travel  lane  from  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  to  Great  River  Road  and 
two  travel  lanes  from  Great  River  Road  to  Fellsway  (Route  28).  Exclusive  turn  lanes 
are  located  at  major  intersections.  There  is  no  posted  speed  limit  within  the  Study 
area.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  both  sides  from  Revolution  Drive  to  Great 
River  Road.  Sidewalks  are  provided  along  both  sides  of  the  roadway  and  crosswalks 
are  provided  at  major  intersections.  Bike  lanes  are  provided  in  both  directions  from 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  to  Great  River  Road.  MBTA  bus  routes  90  and  92  run 
along  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  Land  use  along  Grand  Union  Boulevard  is  mainly 
commercial. 

Fellsway  (Route  28) 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  runs  from  Riverside  Avenue  to  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  within 
the  Study  area.  South  of  Mystic  Avenue,  Route  28  continues  through  the  Study  area 
as  McGrath  Highway.  Fellsway  (Route  28)  is  classified  as  an  urban  principal  arterial 
roadway  and  is  mostly  under  Department  of  Conservation  and  Recreation 
jurisdiction,  except  for  the  bridge  over  the  Mystic  River  and  the  segment  between 
Puritan  Road  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38),  which  is  under  MassDOT  jurisdiction. 
Fellsway  (Route  28)  runs  in  a  generally  north/south  direction  and  consists  of  three 
travel  lanes  for  most  of  the  roadway.  However,  the  northbound  direction  between 
Wellington  Circle  and  McDonald  Road  only  has  two  lanes  with  adjacent  on-street 
parallel  parking  along  the  easterly  edge  of  the  roadway.  The  northbound  and 
southbound  travel  lanes  are  separated  by  an  approximately  8-35-foot-wide  median 
for  most  of  the  roadway  through  the  Study  area.  Exclusive  turn  lanes  are  located  at 
major  intersections.  The  posted  speed  limit  on  the  roadway  is  35  mph.  Sidewalks  are 
provided  along  both  sides  of  the  roadway  and  crosswalks  are  provided  at  major 
intersections.  MBTA  bus  routes  100,  108,  134,  and  710  travel  on  Fellsway  (Route  28) 
from  Revere  Beach  Parkway  to  Riverside  Avenue.  Bus  route  90  travels  on  Fellsway 
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(Route  28)  from  Grand  Union  boulevard  to  Revere  Beach  Parkway.  Land  use  along 
Fellsway  (Route  28)  is  a  mixture  of  commercial,  residential,  and  recreational. 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28) 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  runs  from  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  to  Pearl  Street 
within  the  Study  area.  North  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38),  Route  28  continues 
through  the  Study  area  as  Fellsway.  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  is  classified  as  an 
urban  principal  arterial  roadway  and  is  under  MassDOT  jurisdiction.  McGrath 
Highway  (Route  28)  runs  in  a  generally  north/south  direction  and  consists  of  three 
travel  lanes  for  most  of  the  roadway.  The  northbound  and  southbound  travel  lanes 
are  separated  by  a  four  to  eight-foot-wide  median  for  most  of  the  roadway  through 
the  Study  area.  Exclusive  turn  lanes  are  located  at  major  intersections.  The  posted 
speed  limit  at  Pearl  Street  for  the  southbound  lanes  is  25  mph.  Sidewalks  are 
provided  along  both  sides  and  crosswalks  are  provided  at  major  intersections.  An 
overhead  pedestrian  walkway  is  provided  across  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at 
Otis  Street.  Land  use  along  this  roadway  generally  consists  of  a  mixture  of 
commercial,  residential,  and  recreational  uses. 

3.3.2  Study  Area  Intersections 

Middlesex  Avenue  at  Foley  Street 

Middlesex  Avenue  and  Foley  Street  intersect  at  the  northwest  corner  of  the  Project 
Site  to  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection.  Middlesex  Avenue  runs  north/south 
and  Foley  Street  intersects  from  the  east.  The  Middlesex  Avenue  northbound 
approach  consists  of  two  through-lanes  and  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane,  while  the 
southbound  approach  consists  of  one  through  lane  and  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane. 
The  Foley  Street  westbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane  and 
exclusive  right-turn  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all  approaches. 
Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Foley  Street  westbound  approach  and  Middlesex 
Avenue  southbound  approach.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  the  west  side  on 
Middlesex  Avenue  and  the  south  side  of  Foley  Street.  A  bike  lane  is  located  on  the 
Foley  Street  westbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  commercial, 
including  the  Assembly  Square  Marketplace  at  the  northeast  corner  (including  K- 
Mart  and  other  tenants)  and  a  self-storage  building  with  accompanying  cafe  space 
to  the  west  of  the  intersection). 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Middlesex  Avenue  form  a  three-way  unsignalized 
intersection.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  runs  one-way  northbound  and  Middlesex 
Avenue  intersects  from  the  north.  The  approaching  lanes  and  the  departing  lanes  on 
Middlesex  Avenue  are  divided  by  a  center  island  approximately  290  feet  across  with 
southbound  Middlesex  Avenue  traffic  entering  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  via  a  U- 
turn  slip  lane.  The  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  approach  consists  of  three  travel  lanes. 
The  left  lane  on  Mystic  Avenue  separates  approximately  150  feet  past  the  departing 
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lane  of  Middlesex  Avenue  to  connect  with  1-93  Northbound  On-Ramp.  The 
Middlesex  Avenue  departing  roadway  consist  of  two  travel  lanes  and  the 
approaching  roadway  onto  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  consists  of  one  travel  lane. 
Sidewalks  are  provided  on  the  east  side  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Middlesex 
Avenue  and  through  the  center  island  that  separates  the  Middlesex  Avenue 
approaching  and  departing  lanes.  A  crosswalk  is  provided  across  the  Middlesex 
Avenue  departing  lanes.  A  bus  stop  for  MBTA  route  95  is  located  approximately  90 
feet  prior  to  the  Middlesex  Avenue  departing  roadway  on  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38). 
Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly  commercial. 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Revolution  Drive 

The  northbound  section  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Revolution  Drive  form  a 
three-way  signalized  intersection  at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Project  Site.  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  runs  one-way  northbound  and  Revolution  Drive  intersects  from 
the  north.  The  Mystic  Avenue  northbound  approach  consists  of  three  through  lanes 
and  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane.  The  Revolution  Drive  approaching  and  departing 
roadways  are  separated  by  a  median  approximately  50  feet  wide.  The  Revolution 
Drive  approaching  roadway  consists  of  two  exclusive  right-turn  lanes  and  the 
departing  roadway  consists  of  two  travel  lanes.  Sidewalks  are  provided  along  the 
northeast  side  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38),  both  sides  of  Revolution  Drive,  and 
across  the  median  separating  the  approaching  and  departing  roadways  on 
Revolution  Drive.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  approaching  and  departing 
roadways  of  Revolution  Drive.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  currently  is  mostly 
commercial,  including  the  existing  office  space  within  the  Project  site,  and  a  Home 
Depot  store  at  the  southeast  corner. 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Foley  Street 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Foley  Street  form  a  four-way  signalized  intersection. 
Grand  Union  Boulevard  runs  north/south  and  Foley  Street  runs  east/west.  The  Grand 
Union  Boulevard  northbound  and  southbound  approaches  consist  of  a  shared 
through/right-turn  lane  and  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane.  The  Foley  Street  eastbound 
approach  consists  of  a  shared  through/left-turn  lane  and  an  exclusive  right-turn 
lane,  while  the  westbound  approach  consists  of  two  general  purpose  lanes.  The 
intersection  was  signalized  in  Fall  2017.  Sidewalks  are  provided  along  both  sides  of 
all  approaches.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  all  approaches.  On-street  parking  is 
provided  on  both  sides  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  MBTA  bus  stops  for  routes  90 
and  92  are  located  approximately  100  feet  south  of  Foley  Street  on  either  side  of 
Grand  Union  Boulevard.  Bike  lanes  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  Grand  Union 
Boulevard  and  "Sharrow"  bicycle  striping  emphasizing  the  shared-land  treatment  is 
provided  on  Foley  Street.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly  commercial, 
including  the  Assembly  Row  development  site  to  the  north  and  south  of  Foley  Street 
east  of  and  adjacent  to  this  intersection. 
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Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Revolution  Drive 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Revolution  Drive  form  a  four-way  signalized 
intersection.  Grand  Union  Boulevard  runs  north/south  and  Revolution  Drive  runs 
east/west.  The  Grand  Union  Boulevard  northbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive 
left-turn  lane  and  a  shared  through/right-turn  lane,  while  the  southbound  approach 
consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane,  a  through  lane,  and  an  exclusive  right-turn 
lane.  The  Revolution  Drive  eastbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn 
lane  and  a  shared  through/right-turn  lane,  while  the  westbound  approach  consists 
of  a  shared  through/left-turn  lane,  a  through  lane,  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane. 
Sidewalks  are  provided  along  both  sides  of  all  approaches.  Crosswalks  are  provided 
across  all  approaches.  Bike  lanes  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  Grand  Union 
Boulevard  and  on  the  Revolution  Drive  eastbound  approach,  with  sharrow  striping 
provided  on  the  westbound  Revolution  Drive  approach.  Land  use  around  the 
intersection  is  mostly  commercial. 

Foley  Street  at  Project  Site  Driveway 

Foley  Street  and  the  existing  Project  Site  Driveway  form  a  three-way  unsignalized 
intersection.  Foley  Street  runs  east/west  and  the  Project  Site  Driveway  currently 
intersects  this  roadway  from  the  south,  approximately  roughly  200  feet  to  the  east  of 
Middlesex  Avenue.  As  part  of  this  Project,  this  curb  cut  will  be  eliminated  and 
replaced  with  a  driveway  for  the  Block  21  parking  garage.  This  new  driveway  will  be 
located  approximately  110  feet  to  the  east  of  Middlesex  Avenue.  To  avoid  conflicts 
with  the  signal  operation,  exiting  left-turns  will  be  restricted  from  this  driveway. 

The  Foley  Street  eastbound  approach  consists  of  one  travel  lane  and  the  westbound 
approach  consists  of  two  travel  lanes.  The  existing  Project  Site  driveway  northbound 
approach  consists  of  one  general  purpose  lane  and  functions  under  Stop  control. 
Both  the  proposed  Block  21  garage  driveway  and  Road  K  will  feature  single  entering 
and  exiting  lanes  from  Foley  Street.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  Foley 
Street.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  the  south  side  of  Foley  Street.  Land  use 
around  the  intersection  is  mostly  commercial. 

Foley  Street  at  K-Mart  driveway  /  "Road  K"  Proposed  Project  Site  driveway 

As  part  of  the  Project,  a  new  Foley  Street  curb  cut  will  be  provided  for  the  proposed 
"Road  K"/Project  Site  driveway.  This  Project  Site  access  road  will  be  located  on  the 
southerly  side  of  the  roadway  opposite  the  K-Mart  driveway  to  the  north.  An  existing 
curb  cut  just  to  the  north  of  this  intersection  will  remain  in  place.  That  driveway 
currently  serves  a  54-space  parking  lot  used  by  the  sales/leasing  office  for  the 
nearby  Assembly  Row  residences.  Foley  Street  runs  east/west  and  the  existing  and 
proposed  driveways  noted  above  intersect  from  the  north  and  the  south.  The  Foley 
Street  eastbound  approach  consists  of  one  travel  lane  and  the  westbound  approach 
consists  of  two  travel  lanes.  The  northbound  driveway  consists  of  one  general 
purpose  lane,  while  the  southbound  driveway  consists  of  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane 
and  a  through  lane.  The  southbound  driveway  is  under  stop  control  and  the 
northbound  driveway  is  unsigned  but  operates  under  stop  control.  Sidewalks  are 
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provided  along  both  sides  of  Foley  Street  and  the  west  side  of  the  southbound 
driveway.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  the  south  side  of  Foley  Street  eastbound 
approach. 

Revolution  Drive  at  Project  Site  driveway  /  Home  Depot  driveway 

Revolution  Drive  and  two  parking  lot  driveways  form  a  four-way  unsignalized 
intersection.  The  driveway  to  the  north  provides  access  to  existing  uses  within  the 
Project  Site  and  the  southerly  driveway  provides  access  to  the  Home  Depot. 
Revolution  Drive  runs  in  a  general  east/west  direction,  and  the  driveways  intersect 
from  the  northwest  and  southeast.  The  Revolution  Drive  eastbound  approach 
consists  of  two  travel  lanes,  while  the  westbound  approach  consists  of  one  travel 
lane  and  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane  into  the  Home  Depot  site.  Both  intersecting 
driveway  feature  single  entering  and  exiting  lanes.  Sidewalks  are  provided  along 
both  sides  of  Revolution  Drive.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly 
commercial. 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  form  a  three-way  signalized 
intersection.  Fellsway  (Route  28)  runs  north/south  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard 
intersects  from  the  east.  The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  northbound  approach  consists  of 
three  through  lanes  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane,  and  the  southbound 
approach  consists  of  three  through  lanes  and  two  channelized  left-turn  lanes.  The 
Grand  Union  Boulevard  westbound  approach  consists  of  two  exclusive  left-turn 
lanes  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all 
approaches.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Grand  Union  Boulevard  approach 
and  the  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection 
is  a  mixture  of  commercial,  residential,  and  recreational.  The  Ten  Hills  neighborhood 
is  located  to  the  west  of  this  intersection,  while  the  Assembly  Row  development  is 
located  to  the  east. 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  and  Middlesex  Avenue  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection. 
Fellsway  (Route  28)  runs  north/south  and  Middlesex  Avenue  approaches  from  the 
east.  The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  northbound  approach  consists  of  three  through  lanes 
and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane,  and  the  southbound  approach  consists  of  three 
through  lanes  and  two  channelized  left-turn  lanes.  The  Middlesex  Avenue 
westbound  approach  consists  of  two  exclusive  left-turn  lanes  and  a  channelized 
right-turn  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all  approaches.  Crosswalks 
are  provided  across  the  Middlesex  Avenue  approach  and  the  Fellsway  (Route  28) 
southbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of  commercial 
and  residential,  including  the  Ten  Hills  neighborhood  to  the  west,  and  Assembly 
Row,  Somerville  District  Court,  and  various  commercial  uses  are  located  to  the  east. 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Wheatland  Street  /  Bailey  Road 
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Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38),  Wheatland  Street,  and  Bailey  Road  form  a  four-way 
signalized  intersection.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  28  /  Route  38  /  1-93  interchange. 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  runs  northwest/southeast,  Wheatland  Street  approaches 
from  the  southwest,  and  Bailey  Road  approaches  from  the  northeast.  The  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  northbound  and  southbound  approaches  consist  of  two  general 
purpose  lanes.  The  Wheatland  Street  eastbound  approach  consists  of  one  general 
purpose  lane,  and  the  Bailey  Road  westbound  approach  consists  of  two  general 
purpose  lanes.  Bailey  Road  and  Wheatland  Street  are  both  one-way  approaching  the 
intersection.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all  approaches,  except  the 
southeast  side  of  the  Bailey  Road  westbound  approach.  Crosswalks  are  provided 
across  the  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  southeast-bound  approach  and  the  Bailey  Road 
southwest-bound  approach.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  both  sides  of  the 
Wheatland  street  eastbound  approach.  An  MBTA  bus  stop  for  route  95  is  located 
west  of  Wheatland  Street  on  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 
southbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of  commercial 
and  residential. 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route  38)  /  1-93  South  on-ramp 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  Southbound,  Bailey  Road,  and  the  1-93  South  on-ramp  form  a 
five-way  signalized  intersection  functioning  as  part  of  the  overall  Route  28  / 

Route  38  /  1-93  interchange.  Fellsway  (Route  28)  is  one-way  running  southbound, 
Bailey  Road  is  one-way  running  west,  and  1-93  South  on-ramp  is  one-way  running 
southeast  departing  the  intersection.  Northbound  traffic  on  Fellsway  (Route  28) 
travels  through  a  tunnel  below  the  intersection.  The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound 
approach  consists  of  two  channelized  left-turn  lanes  onto  the  1-93  South  on-ramp, 
three  through  lanes,  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  The  Bailey  Road  westbound 
approach  consists  of  two  travel  lanes.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  all  corners. 
Crosswalks  are  provided  across  all  approaches  except  across  the  Fellsway  (Route  28) 
southbound  travel  lanes  south  of  the  intersection.  Land  use  around  the  intersections 
is  a  mixture  of  commercial  and  residential. 

Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  Southbound 
form  a  four-way  signalized  intersection.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  28  /  Route  38  / 
1-93  interchange.  Fellsway  (Route  28)  Southbound  is  one-way  approaching  the 
intersection  from  the  north  and  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  Southbound  is  one¬ 
way  departing  the  intersection  to  the  south.  Northbound  traffic  on  Fellsway  / 
McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  travels  through  a  tunnel  below  the  intersection.  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  is  technically  a  north/south  roadway,  though  it  generally  has  a 
northeast/southwest  orientation  at  this  intersection.  Mystic  Avenue  includes  an 
approximately  20-foot-wide  median.  The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  approach 
consists  of  three  general  purpose  lanes.  The  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  northbound 
approach  consists  of  a  through  lane,  a  shared  through-right-turn  lane,  and  an 
exclusive  right-turn  lane.  The  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  southbound  approach 
consists  of  two  through  lanes  and  right-turns  are  prohibited.  Sidewalks  are  provided 
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on  the  east  side  of  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  approach,  west  side  of  the 
McGrath  Highway  southern  departing  lanes,  the  south  side  of  Mystic  Avenue 
(Route  38)  west  of  the  intersection,  and  in  the  median  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 
to  the  southeast  of  the  intersection.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  northbound  approach,  the  approaching  lanes  of  the  Mystic 
Avenue  northbound  approach,  and  across  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28) 
through  the  center  of  the  intersection  connecting  to  sidewalks  in  the  median  of 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38).  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of 
commercial  and  recreational. 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  North  off-ramp 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  the  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  Northbound  Off- 
Ramp  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  28  / 
Route  38  /  1-93  interchange.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  is  two-way  west  of  the 
McGrath  Highway  Northbound  Off-Ramp  with  an  approximately  20-foot-wide 
median  and  one-way  departing  the  intersection  east  of  the  McGrath  Highway 
Northbound  Off-Ramp.  The  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  northbound  approach 
consists  of  two  left-turn  lanes  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  The  Mystic  Avenue 
(Route  38)  eastbound  approach  consists  of  two  through  lanes.  Sidewalks  are 
provided  on  the  south  side  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  east  of  the  intersection,  in 
the  median  of  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  west  of  the  intersection,  and  on  the  east 
side  of  the  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  northbound  channelized  right-turn. 
Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  northbound 
approach  and  the  approaching  roadway  of  the  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  eastbound 
approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly  commercial  and  recreational. 

1-93  South  on-ramp  at  Mystic  Avenue  U-turn 

The  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn  intersects  the  1-93  South  on-ramp  from  the  north  to  form 
a  three-way  signalized  intersection,  which  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  28  /  Route  38  / 
1-93  interchange.  The  1-93  South  on-ramp  is  one-way  running  southbound  and  the 
Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn  is  one-way  running  southbound.  The  1-93  Southbound  On- 
Ramp  southeast-bound  approach  consist  of  two  through  lanes  and  the  Mystic 
Avenue  U-Turn  southbound  approach  consists  of  two  left-turn  lanes.  There  are  no 
pedestrian  facilities  provided  at  this  intersection. 

This  location  was  just  recently  constructed  and  opened  for  traffic  in  the  late  fall  of 
2017.  Existing  traffic  counts  were  conducted  prior  to  the  opening  of  the  roadway  (as 
described  in  detail  later  in  this  report)  and,  therefore,  the  traffic  counts  did  not 
include  the  intersection  of  the  1-93  South  on-ramp  at  the  Mystic  Avenue 
northbound-to-southbound  signalized  U-Turn. 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  and  Broadway  form  a  four-way  signalized  intersection. 
McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  runs  north/south  and  Broadway  runs  east/west.  All 
approaches  have  medians  separating  the  approaching  and  departing  traffic.  The 
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McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  northbound  and  southbound  approaches  each  consist 
of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane,  two  through  lanes,  and  a  shared  through/right-turn 
lane.  The  Broadway  eastbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane,  a 
shared  through/left-turn  lane,  two  through  lanes,  and  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane. 
The  Broadway  westbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane,  a  shared 
through/left-turn  lane,  a  through  lane,  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  Sidewalks 
are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all  approaches.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  all 
approaches.  A  MBTA  bus  stop  for  routes  89,  89/93,  and  101  is  located  to  the  west  of 
the  intersection  on  the  Broadway  eastbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the 
intersection  is  a  mixture  of  commercial,  residential,  and  recreational. 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  and  Pearl  Street  form  a  four-way  signalized 
intersection.  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  runs  north/south  and  Pearl  Street  runs 
east/west.  A  median  separated  the  approaching  and  departing  traffic  on  McGrath 
Highway  (Route  28).  The  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  northbound  and  southbound 
approaches  have  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane,  two  through  lanes,  and  a  shared 
through/right-turn  lane.  The  Pearl  Street  eastbound  approach  consists  of  an 
exclusive  right-turn  lane  and  a  shared  through/left-turn  lane,  and  the  westbound 
approach  has  one  general  purpose  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all 
approaches,  except  for  the  west  side  of  McGrath  Highway  north  of  the  intersection, 
and  crosswalks  are  provided  across  all  approaches.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on 
both  sides  of  the  Pearl  Street  westbound  approach.  MBTA  bus  stops  for  route  80  are 
located  on  the  south  corner  of  the  Pearl  Street  eastbound  approach  and  the  north 
corner  of  the  Pearl  street  westbound  approach.  Sharrows  are  provided  on  Pearl 
Street.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  commercial  and  residential. 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  South  off-ramp  U-turn 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  the  1-93  South  off-ramp  southbound-to-northbound 
U-turn  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  is  one¬ 
way  westbound  and  the  1-93  South  off-ramp  U-turn  intersects  from  the  south.  The 
Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  westbound  approach  consists  of  three  through  lanes  and 
the  U-turn  northbound  approach  consists  of  two  left-turn  lanes.  Sidewalks  are 
provided  on  both  sides  of  all  approaches  and  no  crosswalks  are  provided.  Land  use 
around  the  intersection  is  mostly  industrial. 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38),  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  and  Lombardi  Way  form  a  four¬ 
way  signalized  intersection.  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  is  one-way  running 
northwest-bound,  Grand  Union  Boulevard  intersects  from  the  north,  and  Lombardi 
Way  intersects  from  the  south.  The  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  northwest-bound 
approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn,  two  through  lanes,  and  a  shared 
through/right-turn  lane.  The  Grand  Union  Boulevard  southbound  approach  consists 
of  one  general  purpose  lane,  and  the  Lombardi  Way  northbound  approach  consists 
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of  two  through  lanes  and  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both 
sides  of  all  approaches,  except  the  west  side  of  the  Lombardi  Way  approach  and  the 
southwest  side  of  the  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  northwest-bound  approach. 
Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  northwest-bound 
approach  and  the  Grand  Union  Boulevard  southbound  approach.  Sharrows  are 
provided  on  Mystic  Avenue  and  Lombardi  Way.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is 
mostly  industrial. 

Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  South  off-ramp 

Lombardi  Way  and  the  1-93  South  off-ramp  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection. 
Lombardi  Way  runs  north/south  and  1-93  South  off-ramp  intersects  from  the 
northwest.  The  Lombardi  Way  northbound  and  southbound  approaches  consist  of 
two  through  lanes.  The  1-93  South  off-ramp  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane 
and  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane.  A  sidewalk  is  provided  on  the  east  side  of  Lombardi 
Way  and  no  crosswalks  are  provided.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly 
industrial. 

Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

Broadway,  Lombardi  Way,  and  Mt.  Vernon  Street  form  a  four-way  signalized 
intersection.  Broadway  runs  east/west,  Lombardi  Way  intersects  from  the  north,  and 
Mt.  Vernon  Street  intersects  from  the  south.  The  Broadway  eastbound  approach 
consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane  and  a  through  lane,  while  the  westbound 
approach  is  one-way  departing  the  intersection.  The  Lombardi  Way  southbound 
approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane  and  an  exclusive  right-turn  lane.  The 
Mt.  Vernon  northbound  approach  is  one-way  approaching  the  intersection  and 
consists  of  one  general  purpose  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  all 
approaches,  except  the  west  side  of  the  Lombardi  Way  southbound  approach  and 
the  north  side  of  Broadway  east  of  the  intersection.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across 
all  approaches.  On-street  parking  is  provided  on  the  west  side  of  the  Mt.  Vernon 
Street  northbound  approach,  both  sides  of  the  Broadway  eastbound  approach,  and 
the  south  side  of  the  Broadway  westbound  approach.  An  MBTA  bus  stop  for  routes 
89,  90,  92,  93,  and  101  is  located  just  east  of  the  intersection  on  the  south  side  of 
Broadway.  Bike  lanes  are  provided  on  both  sides  of  the  Broadway  eastbound 
approach  and  departing  the  intersection  on  the  Broadway  westbound  approach. 
Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  mostly  commercial  and  residential. 

Wellington  Circle  East  -  Medford 

Wellington  Circle  East  is  a  five-way  signalized  intersection  and  consists  of  Fellsway 
(Route  28)  running  one-way  northbound,  Revere  Beach  Parkway  (Route  16) 
intersecting  from  the  east,  Mystic  Valley  Parkway  (Route  16)  intersecting  from  the 
west,  and  Middlesex  Avenue  intersecting  from  the  northeast  and  running  one-way 
departing  the  intersection.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  16/  Route  28  intersection. 
The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  northbound  approach  consists  of  an  exclusive  left-turn  lane, 
a  shared  through/left-turn  lane,  a  through  lane,  a  shared  through/slight-right-turn 
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lane,  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  The  Mystic  Valley  Parkway  (Route  16) 
eastbound  approach  consists  of  two  channelized  left-turn  lanes  and  four  through 
lanes.  The  Revere  Beach  Parkway  (Route  16)  westbound  approach  consists  of  a 
channelized  right-turn  lane  and  five  through  lanes.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both 
sides  of  Revere  Beach  Parkway  and  Mystic  Valley  Parkway  (Route  16),  the  east  side 
of  Fellsway  (Route  28)  south  of  the  intersection,  and  the  east  side  of  Middlesex 
Avenue.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Revere  Beach  Parkway  (Route  16) 
westbound  approach  and  the  Fellsway  (Route  28)  north-  and  southbound 
approaches.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of  commercial  and 
residential. 

Wellington  Circle  West-  Medford 

Wellington  Circle  West  is  a  five-way  signalized  intersection  and  consists  of  Fellsway 
(Route  28)  running  one-way  southbound,  Mystic  Valley  Parkway  (Route  16)  running 
east/west,  and  Middlesex  Avenue  intersecting  from  the  northeast  and  running  one¬ 
way  approaching  the  intersection.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  16  /  Route  28 
intersection.  The  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  approach  consists  of  two  exclusive 
left-turn  lanes,  three  through  lanes,  and  a  channelized  right-turn  lane.  The  Mystic 
Valley  Parkway  (Route  16)  eastbound  approach  consists  of  five  through  lanes  and  a 
channelized  right-turn  lane,  while  the  westbound  approach  consists  of  three 
channelized  left-turn  lanes  and  two  through  lanes.  The  Middlesex  Avenue 
southbound  approach  consists  of  two  exclusive  left-turn  lanes,  a  shared 
through/left-turn  lane,  and  a  through  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  both  sides  of 
Mystic  Valley  Parkway  (Route  16),  the  west  side  of  Fellsway  (Route  28),  and  the 
northwest  side  of  Middlesex  Avenue.  Crosswalks  are  provided  across  the  Mystic 
Valley  Parkway  (Route  16)  eastbound  approach,  the  Fellsway  (Route  28)  northbound 
and  southbound  approaches,  and  the  Middlesex  Avenue  southbound  approach. 

Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of  commercial  and  recreational. 

Wellington  Circle  North-  Medford 

Wellington  Circle  North  is  a  four-way  signalized  intersection  and  consists  of  Fellsway 
(Route  28)  running  one-way  northbound  and  Middlesex  Avenue  running  one-way 
southbound.  It  is  part  of  the  larger  Route  16  /  Route  28  intersection.  The  Fellsway 
(Route  28)  northbound  approach  consists  of  three  through  lanes.  The  Middlesex 
Avenue  southbound  approach  consists  of  four  through  lanes  and  a  channelized 
right-turn  lane.  Sidewalks  are  provided  on  the  east  side  of  Fellsway  (Route  28)  north 
of  the  intersection  and  the  northwest  side  of  Middlesex  Avenue.  Crosswalks  are 
provided  across  the  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  approach  and  the  Middlesex 
Avenue  southbound  channelized  right-turn  lane.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is 
a  mixture  of  commercial  and  residential. 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Avenue  -  Medford 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  and  Riverside  Avenue  form  a  four-way  signalized  intersection. 
Fellsway  (Route  28)  runs  north/south  and  Riverside  Avenue  runs  east/west.  The 
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Fellsway  (Route  28)  northbound  and  southbound  approaches  consist  of  an  exclusive 
left-turn  lane,  two  through  lanes,  and  a  shared  through/right-turn  lane.  The 
Riverside  Avenue  eastbound  approach  consists  of  two  general  purpose  lanes,  while 
the  westbound  approach  consists  of  one  general  purpose  lane.  Sidewalks  are 
provided  along  both  sides  of  all  approaches  and  crosswalks  are  provided  across  all 
approaches.  MBTA  bus  stops  for  routes  134  and  710  are  located  on  both  sides  of 
Riverside  Avenue  just  to  the  west  of  the  intersection.  An  MBTA  bus  stop  for  route 
1 08  is  located  just  to  the  east  of  the  intersection  on  the  north  side  of  the  Riverside 
Avenue  westbound  approach  and  an  MBTA  bus  stop  for  routes  100  and  108  is 
located  just  to  the  south  of  the  intersection  on  the  east  side  of  the  Fellsway 
(Route  28)  northbound  approach.  Land  use  around  the  intersection  is  a  mixture  of 
residential  and  commercial. 

Route  99/Main  Street/Maffa  Way/Cambridge  Street  -  Sullivan  Square  -  Boston 

The  Sullivan  Square  intersection  is  a  complicated  urban  interchange  consisting  of  a 
general  rotary  configuration,  and  multiple  nearby  intersections.  Route  99  (Rutherford 
Avenue)  passes  below  the  overall  Sullivan  Square  intersection  with  northbound  and 
southbound  on-  and  off-ramps  provided  on  the  southerly  and  northeasterly  ends  of 
the  main  Sullivan  Square  rotary.  The  southbound  on-ramp  and  northbound  off¬ 
ramps  on  the  south  side  of  Sullivan  Square  feature  two  lanes  each.  On  the 
northeasterly  end  of  the  rotary,  the  northbound  on-ramp  features  two  departing 
lanes.  The  southbound  on-ramp  at  the  northeasterly  side  of  Sullivan  Square  has  two 
through  lanes  and  a  curb  side  right-turn  lane  intended  to  direct  ramp  traffic  onto 
Route  38  northbound  departing  the  rotary.  The  Main  Street  segment  on  the  east 
side  of  Sullivan  Square  consists  of  single  entering  and  exiting  lanes. 

Maffa  Way  and  Cambridge  Street  intersect  Sullivan  Square  from  the  west  and  south 
respectively  to  form  a  three-way  signalized  intersection.  The  Maffa  Way  eastbound 
approach  consists  of  four  lanes.  The  innermost  lane  has  striping  directing  arriving 
traffic  around  the  rotary,  while  the  adjacent  lane  has  left-/through-striping  allowing 
traffic  to  continue  around  the  rotary  or  exit  onto  Route  99/Rutherford  Avenue 
heading  southbound.  The  adjacent  lane  allows  only  for  through-movements  onto 
the  onto  Route  99/Rutherford  Avenue  southbound  on-ramp.  Finally,  the  curbside 
lane  is  striped  for  right-turns  only  onto  Cambridge  Street.  The  Cambridge  Street 
eastbound  approach  is  made  up  of  two  lanes,  with  right-turns  onto  the 
Route  99/Rutherford  Avenue  southbound  on-ramp  being  allowed  from  the  curbside 
lane. 

In  2014  striping  improvements  were  made  within  Sullivan  Square  to  provide  more 
efficient  lane  use  and  bicycle  accommodations.  More  significant  changes  are 
planned  to  be  implemented  as  discussed  later  in  this  report. 

Cambridge  Street  /  1-93  North  off-ramp  -  Boston 

Immediately  west  of  Sullivan  Square,  the  1-93  north  off-ramp  intersects  Cambridge 
Street  from  the  south  of  form  a  signalized  "T"  type  intersection.  Both  Cambridge 
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Street  approaches  consists  of  two  through-lanes.  A  dedicated  bike  lane  is  provided 
on  the  eastbound  approach,  while  sharrow  striping  is  provided  in  the  westbound 
direction  around  the  intersection.  Single  left-  and  right-turn  lanes  are  provided  on 
the  1-93  North  off-ramp  approach  with  a  striped  channelizing  island  provided 
between  the  two  lanes  just  north  of  the  intersection.  Sidewalks  are  provided 
surrounding  the  intersection  and  signalized  pedestrian  crossings  with  striped 
crosswalk  are  provided  on  each  leg  of  the  intersection.  Land  use  around  the 
intersection  consists  of  highway  infrastructure,  a  bus  yard  to  the  southeast,  and  the 
MBTA  Sullivan  Square  Station  to  the  north. 


3.4  Study  Area  Traffic  Volumes 

Traffic  volumes  for  a  portion  of  the  Study  area  roadways  and  intersections  were 
collected  by  VHB  in  October  2017.  Traffic  volumes  for  the  remaining  Study  area 
roadways  and  intersections  were  collected  in  January  2017  as  part  of  the 
Transportation  Impact  and  Access  Study  ("TIAS")  for  another  nearby  development 
project1.  Peak-period  turning  movement  and  classification  ("TMC")  counts  were 
collected  at  the  Study  area  intersections  on  a  typical  weekday  from  7:00  to  9:00  AM 
and  4:00  to  6:00  PM,  and  on  a  typical  Saturday  from  1 1:00  AM  to  2:00  PM.  These 
time  periods  were  selected  so  that  the  combined  peak  periods  for  the  roadway  and 
Project  Site  activity  would  be  evaluated. 

The  weekday  morning  peak  period  was  observed  to  generally  occur  from  7:15  AM  to 
8:15  AM,  with  the  weekday  evening  peak  period  generally  occurring  from  4:45  PM  to 
5:45  PM,  and  the  Saturday  midday  peak  period  observed  to  occur  from  12:00  PM  to 
1:00  PM. 

In  addition,  VHB  conducted  automatic  traffic  ("ATR")  counts  for  a  continuous  72- 
hour  period,  including  a  typical  weekday  and  Saturday  in  October  2017.  These 
counts  were  conducted  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard  south  of  Foley  Street  and  on 
Middlesex  Avenue  Northbound,  north  of  Mystic  Avenue.  January  2017  daily  traffic 
volumes  on  Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Avenue  also  were  obtained  from  the  recent 
study  noted  above.  The  observed  traffic  volumes  are  summarized  in  Table  3-1. 


1  Assembly's  Edge,  PUD-PMP.  Transportation  Impact  and  Access  Study.  Design  Consultants  Inc.,  (Somerville,  Massachusetts) 
September  2017. 
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Table  3-1  Observed  Traffic  Volume  Summary 


Weekday 

Saturday 

Dailv  a 

Mornina  Peak  Hour 

Evenina  Peak  Hour 

Dailv 

Middav  Peak  Hour 

K  Dir. 

K 

Dir. 

K 

Dir. 

Location 

Vol. 

Vol.  b 

Factor c  Dist.  d 

Vol. 

Factor 

Dist. 

Vol. 

Vol.  Factor 

Dist. 

Grand  Union 
Boulevard 

SB 

NB 

NB 

South  of  Foley 
Street e 

10,200 

795 

7.8%  84% 

780 

7.7% 

70% 

9,000 

730  8.1% 

59% 

Middlesex 

Avenue 

NB 

NB 

NB 

(Northbound) 
North  of  Mystic 
Avenue  e 

3,400 

150 

4.4%  100% 

345 

10.3% 

100% 

2,700 

265  9.6% 

100% 

Foley  Street 

EB 

WB 

EB 

East  of 

Middlesex 

Avenue  f 

6,400 

460 

7.2%  83% 

440 

6.9% 

53% 

6,500 

665  10.2% 

62% 

Middlesex 

Avenue 

SB 

NB 

NB 

North  of  Foley 
Street f 

8,800 

560 

6.4%  70% 

685 

7.8% 

72% 

8,000 

785  9.9% 

50% 

a  average  daily  traffic  volume  expressed  in  vehicles  per  day. 
b  peak  hour  volume  expressed  in  vehicles  per  hour, 

c  percent  of  traffic  occurs  during  the  peak  hour, 

d  directional  distribution  of  peak  hour  traffic. 

e  Source:  VHB;  based  on  automatic  recorder  counts  conducted  in  October  2017. 

f  Source:  Assembly's  Edge  HAS;  based  on  automatic  recorder  counts  conducted  in  January  2017. 

Note:  Peak  hours  do  not  necessarily  coincide  with  the  peak  hours  of  turning  movement  counts. 


As  shown  in  Table  3-1  Grand  Union  Boulevard  south  of  Foley  Street  carries 
approximately  10,200  vehicles  on  a  typical  weekday  with  the  peak  hours  accounting 
for  7.8  percent  (morning  peak  hour)  and  7.7  percent  (evening  peak  hour)  of  the 
weekday  daily  traffic  flow.  On  a  typical  Saturday,  Grand  Union  Boulevard  south  of 
Foley  Street  carries  approximately  9,000  vehicles  with  the  midday  peak  hour 
accounting  for  8.1  percent  of  the  Saturday  daily  traffic  flow.  Traffic  flow  along  Grand 
Union  Boulevard  is  heavier  in  the  southbound  direction  during  the  weekday 
morning  peak  hour  and  heavier  in  the  northbound  direction  during  the  weekday 
evening  and  Saturday  midday  peak  hours. 

Middlesex  Avenue  north  of  Mystic  Avenue  carries  approximately  3,400  vehicles  on  a 
typical  weekday  with  the  peak  hours  accounting  for  4.4  percent  (morning  peak  hour) 
and  10.3  percent  (evening  peak  hour)  of  the  weekday  daily  traffic  flow.  On  a  typical 
Saturday,  Middlesex  Avenue  north  of  Mystic  Avenue  carries  approximately  2,700 
vehicles  with  the  midday  peak  hour  accounting  for  9.6  percent  of  the  Saturday  daily 
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traffic  flow.  These  counts  were  conducted  on  the  Middlesex  Avenue  northbound- 
only  segment  just  north  of  Mystic  Avenue. 

Foley  Street  east  of  Middlesex  Avenue  carries  approximately  6,400  vehicles  on  a 
typical  weekday  with  the  peak  hours  accounting  for  7.2  percent  (morning  peak  hour) 
and  6.9  percent  (evening  peak  hour)  of  the  weekday  daily  traffic  flow.  On  a  typical 
Saturday,  Foley  Street  east  of  Middlesex  Avenue  carries  approximately  6,500  vehicles 
with  the  midday  peak  hour  accounting  for  10.2  percent  of  the  Saturday  daily  traffic 
flow.  Traffic  flow  along  Foley  Street  is  heavier  in  the  eastbound  direction  during  the 
weekday  morning  and  Saturday  midday  peak  hours  and  heavier  in  the  westbound 
direction  during  the  weekday  evening  peak  hour. 

Middlesex  Avenue  north  of  Foley  Street  carries  approximately  8,800  vehicles  on  a 
typical  weekday  with  the  peak  hours  accounting  for  6.4  percent  (morning  peak  hour) 
and  7.8  percent  (evening  peak  hour)  of  the  weekday  daily  traffic  flow.  On  a  typical 
Saturday,  Middlesex  Avenue  north  of  Foley  Street  carries  approximately  8,000 
vehicles  with  the  midday  peak  hour  accounting  for  9.9  percent  of  the  Saturday  daily 
traffic  flow.  Traffic  flow  along  Middlesex  Avenue  is  heavier  in  the  southbound 
direction  during  the  weekday  morning  peak  hour  and  heavier  in  the  northbound 
direction  during  the  weekday  evening  and  Saturday  midday  peak  hours. 

The  daily  ATR  data  and  peak-period  TMC  data  are  included  in  Appendix  C. 

3.4.1 .1  Seasonality  of  Count  Data 

The  traffic  data  collected  for  the  Study  area  was  obtained  during  the  months  of 
January  and  October  2017.  To  quantify  the  seasonal  variation  of  traffic  volumes  in 
the  area,  historic  traffic  data  available  from  MassDOT  were  reviewed.  Monthly  hourly 
traffic  volumes  for  201 5  were  reviewed  at  MassDOT  permanent  counting  station 
8495  located  on  1-93  in  Somerville.  Based  on  the  review,  traffic  volumes  in  October 
are  slightly  higher  than  average  month  conditions  and  traffic  volumes  in  January  are 
slightly  lower  than  average  month  conditions.  To  present  a  conservative  analysis,  the 
observed  October  traffic  volumes  have  not  been  adjusted  downward  while  the 
observed  January  traffic  volumes  have  been  adjusted  upward.  To  be  consistent  with 
the  Assembly's  Edge  TIAS,  the  January  traffic  volumes  were  increased  by  1.48- 
percent,  the  same  adjustment  rate  used  in  that  traffic  study.  The  seasonal 
adjustment  factors  are  included  in  Appendix  C. 

The  resulting  2017  Existing  Conditions  weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  and 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  traffic  volumes  are  shown  in  Figures  3.3,  3.4,  and  3.4, 
respectively. 


3.5  Public  Transportation 

The  Study  area  is  currently  served  by  five  MBTA  bus  routes  within  0.5  miles  of  the 
Project  Site,  as  shown  in  Figure  3.6.  The  area  is  serviced  by  MBTA  Bus  Routes  89,  90, 
92,  95,  and  101.  MBTA  Bus  Routes  90,  92,  and  95  directly  serve  the  Project  Site  with 
stops  on  Mystic  Avenue  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  In  addition,  the  Project  Site  is 
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served  by  the  Orange  Line  of  the  MBTA  with  Assembly  Station  located  less  than 
1000  feet  east  of  the  Project  Site.  Descriptions  of  each  transit  service  is  provided 
below  and  detailed  maps  and  schedules  can  be  found  in  Appendix  C. 

>  Bus  Route  89  travels  between  Sullivan  Square  and  Davis  Square  or  Clarendon 
Hill  via  Broadway.  The  nearest  stop  to  the  Project  Site  is  approximately  0.5  miles 
away  at  the  intersection  of  Broadway  and  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street. 
During  peak  periods,  Bus  Route  89  has  a  frequency  of  approximately  7-15 
minutes. 

>  Bus  Route  90  travels  between  Wellington  Station  and  Davis  Square  via  Assembly 
Square  Mall,  Sullivan  Square,  and  Highland  Avenue.  The  nearest  stop  to  the 
Project  Site  is  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard  adjacent  to  the  Project  Site,  at  Foley 
Street.  During  peak  periods,  Bus  Route  90  has  a  frequency  of  approximately  40- 
50  minutes. 

>  Bus  Route  92  travels  between  Assembly  Square  Mall  and  Downtown  Boston  via 
Sullivan  Square  and  Haymarket.  The  nearest  stop  to  the  Project  Site  is  on  Grand 
Union  Boulevard  adjacent  to  the  Project  Site,  at  Foley  Street.  On  weekdays,  Bus 
Route  92  terminates  at  Sullivan  Square  before  9:30  AM  and  after  4:00  PM, 
therefore  not  providing  service  to  the  Project  Site  during  peak  periods. 

>  Bus  Route  95  travels  between  Sullivan  Square  and  West  Medford  via  Mystic 
Avenue  and  Medford  Square.  The  nearest  stop  to  the  Project  Site  is  on  Mystic 
Avenue  (Route  38)  adjacent  to  the  Project  Site,  at  Middlesex  Avenue.  During 
peak  periods,  Bus  Route  95  has  a  frequency  of  approximately  25-40  minutes. 

>  Bus  Route  101  travels  between  Sullivan  Square  and  Malden  Center  via  Broadway 
and  Medford  Square.  The  nearest  stop  to  the  Project  Site  is  approximately  0.5 
miles  away  at  the  intersection  of  Broadway  and  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon 
Street.  During  peak  periods,  Bus  Route  89  has  a  frequency  of  approximately  5- 
20  minutes. 

3. 5. 1.1  Assembly  Square  Orange  Line  Station 

Assembly  Station  on  the  Orange  Line  of  the  MBTA  is  approximately  800  feet  east  of 
the  Project  Site  via  Revolution  Drive  or  Foley  Street.  The  Orange  Line  travels  from 
Oak  Grove  in  the  north  to  Forest  Hills  in  the  south  and  serves  the  cities  of  Malden, 
Medford,  and  Somerville,  as  well  as  the  Boston  neighborhoods  of  Charlestown, 
Downtown,  Chinatown,  Back  Bay,  South  End,  Roxbury,  and  Jamaica  Plain.  The 
Orange  Line  runs  approximately  every  six  minutes  during  peak  periods.  The 
Assembly  Square  Station  on  the  Orange  Line  opened  in  2014. 

Additional  transit  service  is  available  within  the  Study  area  beyond  the  0.5  miles 
range  discussed  above.  Additional  stops  on  the  Orange  Line  are  located  at  Sullivan 
Square  Station  (located  approximately  0.6  miles  south  of  the  Project  Site)  and 
Wellington  (located  approximately  one  mile  to  the  north  of  the  Project  Site).  Both 
Sullivan  Square  Station  and  Wellington  Station  are  local  transit  hubs  and  provide 
connections  to  several  additional  MBTA  bus  routes  as  well. 
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3.6  Vehicle  Crash  Analysis 

A  detailed  crash  analysis  was  conducted  to  identify  potential  vehicle  accident  trends 
and/or  roadway  deficiencies  in  the  traffic  Study  area.  The  most  current  vehicle 
accident  data  for  the  traffic  Study  area  intersections  were  obtained  from  MassDOT 
for  the  years  2011  to  201 5.  The  MassDOT  database  is  comprised  of  crash  data  from 
the  Massachusetts  Registry  of  Motor  Vehicles  ("RMV")  Division  primarily  for  use  in 
traffic  studies  and  safety  evaluations.  Data  files  are  provided  for  an  entire  city  or 
town  for  an  entire  year,  though  it  is  possible  that  some  crash  records  may  be 
omitted  either  due  to  individual  crashes  not  being  reported,  or  the  city  crash  records 
not  being  provided  in  a  compatible  format  for  RMV  use.  A  summary  of  the  Study 
intersections  vehicle  accident  history  based  on  the  available  RMV  data  is  presented 
in  Table  3-1  and  the  detailed  crash  data  is  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

Crash  rates  are  calculated  based  on  the  number  of  accidents  at  an  intersection  and 
the  volume  of  traffic  traveling  through  that  intersection  on  a  daily  basis.  Rates  that 
exceed  MassDOT's  average  for  accidents  at  intersections  in  the  district  in  which  the 
town  or  city  is  located  could  indicate  safety  or  geometric  issues  for  a  particular 
intersection.  For  the  Study  area,  the  calculated  crash  rates  were  compared  to 
MassDOT's  District  4  average,  as  Somerville  and  Medford  are  located  in  District  4.  In 
District  4,  the  average  crash  rate  is  0.73  for  signalized  intersections  and  0.56  for 
unsignalized  intersections.  These  rates  imply  that,  on  average,  0.73  accidents 
occurred  per  million  vehicles  entering  signalized  intersections  throughout  District  4, 
and  0.56  accidents  occurred  per  million  vehicles  entering  unsignalized  intersections 
in  District  4.  The  locations  for  some  accidents  cannot  be  precisely  determined  from 
the  database.  These  locations  typically  involve  interchange  intersections. 

Additionally,  some  accidents  may  have  occurred  but  were  either  not  reported  or  not 
included  in  the  database,  and  therefore  not  considered. 

The  following  tables  present  the  number  of  crashes,  crash  characteristics,  as  well  as 
the  crash  rate  for  each  of  the  Study  area  intersections.  Table  3-2  presents  the  crash 
data  for  the  Study  area  intersections.  The  newly  created  intersection  of  the  1-93 
South  on-ramp  at  Mystic  Avenue  northbound-to-southbound  U-turn  only  was 
constructed  in  Fall  2017  and,  therefore,  is  not  included  in  the  vehicular  crash 
summary.  Detailed  crash  data  is  provided  in  Appendix  C. 
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Table  3-2  Vehicular  Crash  Summary  (201 1  -2015) 


Signalized? 

MassDOT  Average  Crash  Rate 
Calculated  Crash  Rate 
Exceeds  Average? 

Year 

2011 

2012 

2013 

2014 

2015 

Total 

Collision  Type 

Angle 

Head-on 

Rear-end 

Rear-to-rear 

Sideswipe,  opposite  direction 
Sideswipe,  same  direction 
Single  Vehicle  Crash 
Not  reported 

Severity 
Fatal  Injury 
Non-Fatal  Injury 
Property  Damage  Only 
Not  Reported 


Grand  Union  Grand  Union  Foley  Street  at  K-  Revolution  Drive  at 


Middlesex  Avenue 
at  Foley  Street 

Mystic  Avenue  at 
Middlesex  Avenue 

Mystic  Avenue  at 
Revolution  Drive 

Boulevard  at  Foley 
Street 

Boulevard  at 
Revolution  Drive 

Foley  Street  at  Site 
Driveway 

Mart  Driveway  / 
Driveway 

Site  Driveway  /  Home 
Depot  Parking  Lot 

Fellsway  at  Grand 
Union  Boulevard 

Fellsway  at 
Middlesex  Avenue 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

0.73 

0.56 

0.73 

0.56 

0.73 

0.56 

0.56 

‘0.56 

0.73 

0.73 

0.47 

0.38 

0.04 

0.28 

0.26 

0.00 

0.20 

0.07 

0.30 

0.26 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

4 

2 

0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

6 

5 

1 

2 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

7 

7 

3 

1 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

0 

6 

7 

3 

0 

0 

3 

1 

0 

0 

0 

4 

1 

7 

6 

2 

5 

5 

0 

2 

1 

27 

22 

4 

1 

0 

4 

3 

0 

0 

1 

3 

4 

1 

1 

1 

j 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

20 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

3 

4 

0 

v  0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

1 

0 

7 

7 

3 

5 

1 

4 

4 

0 

1 

1 

20 

13 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

Time  of  day 

Weekday  ,7:00  AM  -  9:00  AM  0 

Weekday,  4:00  -  6:00  PM  0 

Saturday  1 1:00  AM  -  2:00  PM  2 

Weekday,  other  time  3 

Weekend,  other  time  2 


0 

0 

2 

2 

2 


0 

0 

0 

1 

1 


0 

0 

0 

2 

3 


0 

0 

0 

5 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


1 

0 

0 

1 

0 


1 

0 

0 

0 

0 


1 

2 

2 

15 

7 


1 

2 

2 

12 

5 


Pavement  Conditions 

Dry 

Wet 

Snow 

Ice 

Slush 

Not  reported 


6 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 


5 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 


4 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


Non-Motorist  (Bike,  Pedestrian) _ 0 _ u - 

Source:  Crash  data  was  obtained  from  MassDOT  Crash  Portal,  accessed  October  2017. 


4 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


24 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 


19 

1 

2 

0 

0 

0 


1 


0 


0 


1 


2 
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Table  3-2 


Crash  Summary  (2011-2015)  (Cont.) 

Mystic  Avenue  at  Fellsway  SB  at  Bailey 
Wheatland  Street  /  Road  and  1-93  SB  On- 


Fellsway  /  McGrath 
Highway  SB  at  Mystic 


Mystic  Avenue  at 
McGrath  Highway  NB 


Mystic  Avenue  at  Grand 


McGrath  Highway 


Broadway  at 

Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt. 


Rear-to-rear 

Sideswipe,  opposite  direction 
Sideswipe,  same  direction 
Single  Vehicle  Crash 
Not  reported 


0 

0 

2 

1 

0 


0 

1 

2 

7 

0 


0 

3 

6 

2 

0 


1 

2 

1 

1 

0 


0 

0 

5 

9 

2 


1 

2 

5 

5 

1 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

2 

0 


Bailey  Road 

Ramp 

Avenue 

Off-Ramp 

at  Broadway 

at  Pearl  Street 

SB  Off-Ramp  U-turn 

Lombardi  Way 

SB  Off-Ramp 

Vernon  S 

Signalized? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

MassDOT  Average  Crash  Rate 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

Calculated  Crash  Rate 

0.27 

0.57 

2.21 

0.31 

0.67 

0.44 

0.02 

0.32 

0.10 

0.57 

Exceeds  Average? 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Year 

2011 

0 

9 

18 

1 

10 

2 

1 

2 

1 

0 

2012 

1 

6 

43 

0 

11 

7 

0 

3 

1 

4 

2013 

4 

4 

27 

1 

16 

11 

0 

4 

1 

5 

2014 

3 

7 

21 

3 

15 

10 

0 

3 

0 

3 

2015 

3 

5 

9 

6 

15 

5 

0 

4 

0 

3 

Total 

11 

31 

118 

11 

67 

35 

1 

16 

3 

15 

Collision  Type 

Angle 

4 

13 

65 

0 

13 

9 

0 

7 

2 

8 

Head-on 

0 

1 

6 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

Rear-end 

4 

7 

36 

6 

38 

11 

1 

6 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 


0 

0 

0 

4 

2 


Severity 
Fatal  Injury 
Non-Fatal  Injury 
Property  Damage  Only 
Not  Reported 


0 

2 

8 

1 


1 

11 

17 

2 


0 

45 

67 

6 


0 

4 

7 

0 


0 

26 

39 

2 


0 

12 

21 

2 


0 

1 

0 

0 


0 

5 

9 

2 


0 

1 

2 

0 


0 

8 

6 

1 


Time  of  day 

Weekday  ,7:00  AM  -  9:00  AM 
Weekday,  4:00  -  6:00  PM 
Saturday  1 1 :0G  AM  -  2:00  PM 
Weekday,  other  time 
Weekend,  other  time 


0 

0 

0 

7 

4 


2 

2 

0 

20 

7 


4 

10 

2 

72 

30 


0 

0 

0 

7 

4 


7 

6 

0 

44 

10 


3 

1 

2 

24 

5 


0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


4 

2 

1 

8 

1 


1 

0 

0 

2 

0 


3 

0 

0 

9 

3 


Pavement  Conditions 

Dry 

Wet 

Snow 

Ice 

Slush 

Not  reported 


9 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 


21 

8 

1 

0 

1 

0 


95 

23 

0 

0 

0 

0 


8 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 


50 

14 

3 

0 

0 

0 
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25 

6 

2 
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1 

0 
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11 

4 

0 

0 

0 

1 


2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 


11 

2 

0 

0 

1 
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Table  3-2  Crash  Summary  (201 1  -  201 5)  (Cont.) 


Wellington 
Circle  East 

Wellington 

Circle  West 

Wellington 
Circle  North 

Fellsway  at 
Riverside  Avenue 

Signalized? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

MassDOT  Average  Crash  Rate 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

0.73 

Calculated  Crash  Rate 

0.80 

1.28 

0.81 

0.59 

Exceeds  Average? 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Year 

2011 

12 

20 

2 

3 

2012 

24 

36 

6 

4 

2013 

22 

33 

4 

11 

2014 

23 

21 

6 

5 

2015 

37 

29 

12 

10 

Total 

118 

139 

30 

33 

Collision  Type 

Angle 

38 

54 

16 

12 

Head-on 

2 

2 

0 

1 

Rear-end 

43 

37 

4 

10 

Rear-to-rear 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Sideswipe,  opposite  direction 

3 

3 

1 

2 

Sideswipe,  same  direction 

22 

41 

8 

3 

Single  Vehicle  Crash 

7 

2 

1 

4 

Not  reported  /  Invalid 

3 

0 

0 

0 

Severity 

Fatal  Injury 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Non-Fatal  Injury 

28 

27 

8 

13 

Property  Damage  Only 

88 

108 

19 

18 

Not  Reported 

2 

4 

3 

2 

Time  of  day 

Weekday  ,7:00  AM  -  9:00  AM 

6 

9 

3 

0 

Weekday,  4:00  -  6:00  PM 

10 

11 

4 

2 

Saturday  11:00  AM  -  2:00  PM 

2 

5 

3 

2 

Weekday,  other  time 

68 

78 

12 

22 

Weekend,  other  time 

Pavement  Conditions 

32 

36 

8 

7 

Dry 

99 

124 

27 

24 

Wet 

15 

13 

3 

8 

Snow 

3 

2 

0 

1 

Ice 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Slush 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

1 

0 

0 

0 

Non-Motorist  (Bike,  Pedestrian) 

6 

2 

0 

4 

Source:  Crash  data  was  obtained  from  MassDOT  Crash  Portal,  accessed  October  2017. 
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As  shown  in  Table  3-2,  review  of  the  accident  data  indicates  that  one  of  the 
Somerville  study  area  intersections  is  above  the  district  crash  rate  averages:  the 
intersection  of  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue 
(Route  38),  which  had  118  reported  crashes  over  the  five-year  period. 

The  majority  of  crashes  throughout  the  Study  area  were  angle  crashes  and  rear-end 
crashes  occurring  on  dry  pavement  resulting  in  property  damage  only.  It  should  be 
noted  that  one  fatal  accident  was  indicated  in  the  Study  area  at  the  intersection  of 
Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38).  In  addition, 
approximately  half  of  the  Study  area  intersections  had  at  least  one  crash  occurred 
during  the  five-year  period  that  involved  a  bicyclist  or  a  pedestrian.  The  intersections 
of  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway  and  Wellington  Circle  East  both  had 
over  five  reported  crashes  that  involved  a  bicyclist  or  a  pedestrian  over  the  five-year 
period. 

3.6.1  Highway  Safety  Improvement  Program 

In  addition  to  calculating  the  crash  rate,  Study  area  intersections  should  also  be 
reviewed  in  the  MassDOT's  Highway  Safety  Improvement  Program  (HSIP)  database. 
An  HSIP-eligible  cluster  is  one  in  which  the  total  number  of  "equivalent  property 
damage  only2"  crashes  in  the  area  is  within  the  top  five  percent  of  all  clusters  in  that 
region.  Being  HSIP-eligible  makes  the  location  eligible  for  FHWA  and  MassDOT 
funds  to  address  the  identified  safety  issues  at  these  locations. 

As  part  of  this  effort,  VHB  reviewed  this  database  and  found  that  two  the  following 
intersections  are  listed  under  the  following  HSIP-eligible  clusters: 

2012-2014  HSIP  Cluster 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route  38)  /  1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp 

>  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 

>  Wellington  Circle  East 

>  Wellington  Circle  West 

>  Wellington  Circle  North 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Street 

2005-2014  HSIP  Pedestrian  Cluster 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 


2  Equivalent  property  damage  only"  is  a  method  of  combining  the  number  of  crashes  with  the  severity  of  the  crashes  based  on  a 
weighted  scale.  Crashes  involving  property  damage  only  are  reported  at  a  minimal  level  of  importance,  while  collisions 
involving  personal  injury  (or  fatalities)  are  weighted  more  heavily. 
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Top  200  Intersection  Cluster  (2012-2014) 

>  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

>  Wellington  Circle  East 

>  Wellington  Circle  West 

>  Wellington  Circle  North 

While  multiple  locations  have  been  identified  as  being  HSIP  locations,  several  of 
these  Study  area  intersections  have  been  subject  to  Roadway  Safety  Audits  (RSA) 
conducted  by  MassDOT.  Specifically,  a  RSA  was  conducted  (dated  February  1,  2017) 
to  evaluate  conditions  at  the  Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange,  and  Route  28  at 
Broadway  in  Somerville.  Prior  to  that  effort,  the  Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange 
also  was  studied  as  part  of  a  September  30,  2015  RSA.  Finally,  the  three  Wellington 
Circle  locations  in  Medford  listed  above  were  evaluated  as  part  of  a  March  10,  2016 
RSA. 

3.7  Future  Conditions 

Traffic  volumes  in  the  Study  area  were  projected  to  a  seven-year  traffic-planning 
horizon.  Independent  of  the  Project,  volumes  on  the  roadway  network  under  the 
future  No-Build  conditions  were  assumed  to  include  existing  traffic  and  new  traffic 
resulting  from  background  traffic  growth.  Under  the  Build  condition,  Project 
generated  traffic  volumes  were  added  to  the  No-Build  volumes  to  reflect  the  Build 
conditions  within  the  Project  Study  area. 

3.7.1  2024  No-Build  Conditions 

Traffic  growth  on  area  roadways  is  a  function  of  the  expected  land  development, 
economic  activity,  and  changes  in  local  and  regional  demographics.  A  frequently 
used  procedure  is  to  estimate  the  historical  annual  percentage  increase  in  traffic 
volumes  and  apply  that  increase  to  the  Study  area  traffic  volumes.  An  alternative 
procedure  involves  the  estimation  of  traffic  generated  by  specific  planned  major 
developments  that  would  be  expected  to  affect  traffic  volumes  on  the  Study  area 
roadways.  For  the  purpose  of  this  assessment,  both  methods  were  utilized  to  present 
a  conservative  assessment. 

3.7.2  Historic  Traffic  Growth 

Historic  traffic  data  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  Site  was  reviewed  to  determine  an 
appropriate  growth  rate.  Previous  traffic  studies  conducted  in  the  City  of  Somerville 
and  historic  count  data  was  reviewed.  Based  on  this  research,  a  growth  rate  of  one- 
percent  was  determined  to  be  appropriate  for  this  Study. 
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3.7.3  Site  Specific  Growth 

In  addition  to  accounting  for  background  growth,  the  traffic  associated  with  other 
planned/approved  developments  near  the  Project  Site  was  also  considered.  Based 
on  a  review  of  recent  traffic  studies  conducted  in  the  area  and  discussions  with  the 
City  of  Somerville,  there  are  three  planned/approved  developments  within  the 
vicinity  of  the  Study  area  that  were  considered  as  part  of  the  background 
development. 

>  Assembly  Edge  -  This  nearby  approved  project  includes  the  construction  of 
two  buildings  containing  approximately  215  residential  units,  9,515  SF  of 
retail,  and  180  hotel  rooms  on  Middlesex  Avenue  between  McGrath 
Highway  and  Kensington  Avenue.  The  site  currently  consists  of  a  small  one- 
story  commercial  building  including  a  Dunkin  Donuts  and  adjacent 
Caribbean  restaurant. 

>  Assembly  Row  (Full  Build  Out)  -  To  the  east  of  the  Project  Site  is  Assembly 
Row,  a  large,  multi-phased,  mixed-use  development  owned  by  Federal 
Realty  Investment  Trust.  At  its  full  build-out,  Assembly  Row  will  consist  of 
approximately  1,843  residential  units,  170  hotel  rooms,  2,801,333  sf  of  office, 
527,024  sf  of  retail  space,  a  12-screen  cinema,  and  a  50,000  sf  health  club. 
Full  build-out  of  that  development  is  ongoing  and  could  take  up  to  another 
five  to  ten  years  with  several  phases  already  completed  or  under 
construction.  As  of  2017,  approximately  448  residential  units,  1,248,183  sf  of 
office  space,  347,524  sf  of  retail  uses,  a  12-screen  cinema,  and  a  50,000  sf 
health  club  have  been  completed  and  tenanted  in  Blocks  1-4,  10  and  11 
(Partners  Healthcare  headquarters).  An  additional  509  residential  units, 
57,000  sf  of  retail,  and  1 55  hotel  rooms  are  under  construction  as  of  201 7  in 
Blocks  5A  and  6.  The  remaining  development  is  expected  to  be  located  in 
Blocks  5B,  7,  8,  and  9  but  has  yet  to  commence  construction  at  the  time  that 
this  Study  was  prepared.  The  entirety  of  Assembly  Row  is  expected  to  be 
opened  and  operational  by  2024.  The  traffic  expected  to  be  generated  by 
the  phases  that  were  not  yet  completed  and  operational  at  the  time  of  the 
existing  traffic  counts  in  2017  have  been  identified  and  included  in  the  No- 
Build  and  Build  condition  analyses. 

>  Encore  Boston  Harbor  -  This  project  includes  the  construction  of  an 
approximately  2.6  million  square  foot  casino  located  on  Horizon  Way  off 
Lower  Broadway  (Route  99)  in  Everett.  The  Project  will  include  a  500-room 
luxury  hotel,  gaming  area,  retail  space,  food  and  beverage  outlets, 
convention  and  meeting  spaces,  a  spa  and  gym,  and  nightclub.  This 
development  is  expected  to  open  in  June  2019. 

Projected  traffic  volumes  expected  to  be  generated  by  these  projects  were  obtained 
from  the  published  traffic  studies  submitted  as  part  of  the  permitting  processes.  The 
projected  Site-generated  traffic  tracings  are  included  in  Appendix  C. 
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3.7.4  Roadway  Improvements 

In  assessing  future  traffic  conditions,  proposed  roadway  improvements  within  the 
Study  area  were  considered.  Based  on  research  by  VHB  and  discussions  with  the  City 
of  Somerville,  the  following  projects  may  affect  traffic  volumes  within  the  seven-year 
horizon: 

>  Mystic  Avenue  U-turn  -  As  part  of  the  Assembly  Row  mixed-use 
development  described  above,  several  mitigation  measures  were  agreed 
upon  to  help  alleviate  traffic  congestion  and  improve  local  connectivity.  One 
such  mitigation  measure  is  a  new  U-Turn  connection  from  Mystic  Avenue 
(Route  38  Northbound)  to  the  1-93  Southbound  on-ramp.  This  connection 
now  provides  an  additional  access  point  to  1-93  southbound  and  is  expected 
to  reduce  the  number  of  vehicles  using  Fellsway  (Route  28)  southbound  to 
access  1-93  southbound.  Within  the  Assembly  Square  area,  the  new 
connection  is  expected  to  reduce  the  amount  of  traffic  turning  left  onto 
Fellsway  (Route  28)  from  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Middlesex  Avenue  to 
reach  1-93  southbound  and  instead  will  increase  the  amount  of  traffic 
turning  right  onto  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  from  Middlesex  Avenue  and 
Revolution  Drive. 

A  new  actuated  signal  has  been  installed  at  the  location  where  the  U-Turn 
intersects  the  1-93  Southbound  on-ramp.  Two  lanes  are  provided  on  each 
approach  to  the  new  signalized  intersection.  The  signal  uses  the  same  signal 
plan  and  is  operated  by  the  same  signal  controller  as  the  intersections  of 
Route  28  at  Route  38.  The  new  U-Turn  opened  for  traffic  in  late  Fall  2017, 
after  existing  conditions  traffic  counts  for  this  assessment  were  conducted. 
Therefore,  volumes  for  the  No-Build  and  Build  conditions  were  adjusted  to 
reflect  the  new  traffic  pattern  that  will  be  in  place  under  those  conditions. 

>  Route  1-93/Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange  -  Following  recent 
roadway  safety  audits  at  this  location,  MassDOT  is  now  undertaking  the 
design  of  planned  improvements  at  this  location.  These  measures  are 
currently  in  the  early  conceptual  stage  but  are  expected  to  focus  primarily 
on  pedestrian  and  bicycle  enhancements.  As  there  currently  are  no  known 
changes  planned  to  the  overall  operation  of  the  interchange  for  automobile 
traffic,  the  future  conditions  analysis  did  not  incorporate  any  planned 
operational  changes. 

>  Mystic  River  Footbridge  -  In  the  initial  design  stage  is  a  780-foot  bridge 
across  the  Mystic  River  to  link  the  Encore  Boston  Harbor  project,  which  is 
currently  under  construction,  with  Assembly  Square  and  the  MBTA  Orange 
Line  Station.  The  footbridge  will  be  open  to  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  only 
and  will  connect  recreational  paths  on  both  sides  of  the  Mystic  River.  A 
second  bridge  will  be  required  over  the  Orange  Line  train  tracks  to  complete 
the  connection  between  Assembly  Square  and  the  Encore  Boston  Harbor. 
This  project  is  estimated  to  cost  over  $22  million  but  currently  is  unfunded. 
Therefore,  no  credit  was  taken  for  potential  vehicle  trip  reductions. 
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The  roadway  improvement  projects  listed  above  were  incorporated  into  the  No- 
Build  and  Build  conditions  traffic  analyses. 

3.7.5  Roadway  Improvements  -  Sullivan  Square 

As  noted  earlier,  striping  improvements  were  made  within  Sullivan  Square  in  2014  to 
provide  more  efficient  lane  use  and  bicycle  accommodations. 

Interim  Improvements 

As  traffic  mitigation  for  the  Encore  Boston  Harbor  casino  development  in  Everett, 
more  significant  changes  are  currently  being  constructed  as  interim  improvements 
prior  to  the  complete  reconstruction  of  this  location.  This  work  (estimated  at  $1 1 
million)  is  planned  to  be  completed  prior  to  that  development's  planned  2019 
opening.  In  addition  to  these  planned  improvements,  Encore  Boston  Harbor  also  is 
providing  $25  million  in  funding  to  be  applied  towards  the  subsequent  full 
reconstruction  of  this  location.  The  improvements  will  include  providing 
communication  between  existing  traffic  signals  at  Sullivan  Square  extending  to 
Austin  Street.  Physical  changes  will  include  new  sidewalks,  landscape  amenities,  and 
bicycle  improvements  extending  from  Main  Street  to  Alford  Street.  New  turn  lanes 
also  will  be  provided  from  the  1-93  North  off-ramp  onto  Cambridge  Street  heading 
towards  Sullivan  Square.  Turn  lanes  also  will  be  added  on  the  Main  Street  approach 
to  Sullivan  Square. 

Long-Term  Improvements 

The  Rutherford  Avenue/Sullivan  Square  design  project  has  been  under  consideration 
for  serval  years,  and  now  is  planned  to  be  advertised  for  construction  in  August 
2020.  The  Route  99/Rutherford  underpass  still  will  exist,  but  now  will  be  covered  to 
provide  development  parcels  and  open  space  within  the  Sullivan  Square  area.  The 
existing  rotary  configuration  of  Sullivan  Square  will  be  eliminated  and  replaced  with 
a  more  urban  signalized  block  treatment. 

The  ongoing  design  work  for  the  Sullivan  Square  has  considered  both  existing 
conditions,  as  well  as  future  conditions  including  traffic  associated  with  other  nearby 
development  projects.  These  include  the  full  build-out  of  the  recently  constructed 
Partners  Healthcare  building  within  Assembly  Square  and  the  Encore  Boston  Harbor 
project  among  others.  An  earlier  version  of  the  proposed  XMBLY  development  at 
5  Middlesex  Avenue  also  was  included  as  a  background  project.  However,  the  overall 
development  proposal  has  since  been  reduced,  with  corresponding  reductions  in 
traffic  generation  and  accompanying  impacts  expected.  Table  3-3  compares  the 
prior  development  proposal  included  as  a  background  project  for  the  Sullivan 
Square  design  project)  to  the  currently  proposed  Project. 
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Table  3-3  5  Middlesex  Avenue  Development  Comparison 


2016  proposal1 

Current  XMBLY  proposal2 

Difference 

219  residential  units 

489  residential  units 

+270  units 

1,238,000  sf  office/R&D  (1,076,000 
sf  additional  compared  to  existing 

site  condition 

9,48,000  total  office/research  8t 
development 

(786,000  sf  additional  compared 
to  existing  site  condition) 

-290,000  sf 

office/research 
&  development 

86,000  sf  retail 

27,140  sf  retail 

-35,000  sf  retail 

1  Source:  Rutherford  Avenue/Sullivan  Square  Design  Project;  City  of  Boston  (May  1 8,  201 7). 

2  Source:  Table  1-1. 


As  shown  in  Table  3-3,  the  currently  proposed  XMBLY  development  size  has  been 
reduced  considerably  since  the  prior  2016  proposal  which  has  been  used  for  the 
Sullivan  Square  design  project  to  date.  Accordingly,  with  the  reduced  impacts  from 
the  current  Project  use  of  the  prior,  higher  traffic-generating  development  proposal 
results  in  a  conservative  analysis  being  used  for  the  Sullivan  Square  redesign. 

3.7.6  Public  Transportation  Improvements 

In  addition  to  planned  roadway  improvement  projects  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project 
Site,  planned  public  transportation  improvement  projects  were  reviewed  as  well. 
Based  on  research  by  VHB,  it  was  determined  that  one  public  transportation  project 
is  planned  in  the  area;  the  extension  of  the  MBTA's  Green  Line. 

>  Green  Line  Extension  -  In  early  2017,  the  Federal  Transit  Administration 
granted  final  approvals  for  the  4.3-mile  extension  of  the  MBTA's  Green  Line 
light  rail  from  its  current  terminus  at  Lechmere  Station  in  Cambridge  into 
Somerville  and  Medford.  The  extension  will  have  two  branches:  a  0.9-mile 
southerly  branch  that  will  terminate  near  Somerville's  Union  Square,  and  a 
3.4-mile  northerly  branch  that  will  parallel  the  Lowell  Line  of  the  commuter 
rail  through  Somerville  and  will  terminate  at  College  Avenue  in  Medford. 
The  Green  Line  extension  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  2021  and  will 
include  seven  new  stations  (including  a  rebuilt  Lechmere  Station).  The 
nearest  stations  to  the  Project  Site  will  be  East  Somerville  Station  and 
Gilman  Square  Station,  both  approximately  one-mile  south/  southwest  of 
the  Project  Site. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Green  Line  extension  project  is  mentioned  for  reference 
purposes  only  and  is  not  factored  into  the  future  traffic  analyses.  Information 
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regarding  planned  capacity  enhancing  measures  for  the  MBTA  Orange  Lane  are 
discussed  later  in  this  document  in  the  Transit  Capacity  Analysis. 

3.7.7  No-Build  Traffic  Volumes 

The  2024  No-Build  traffic  volumes  were  developed  by  applying  the  one-percent 
annual  growth  rate  over  the  seven-year  study  horizon  to  the  2017  Existing 
Conditions  traffic  volumes  and  adding  the  traffic  volumes  associated  with  the  site- 
specific  background  projects  noted  previously.  Figures  3.7,  3.8,  and  3.9  show  the 
respective  2024  No-Build  peak  hour  traffic  volumes. 

3.7.8  Trip  Generation 

The  Project  is  comprised  of  office/lab,  residential,  and  retail  use  being  developed 
over  time  as  shown  in  Table  1  -1  in  Chapter  1 .  The  rate  at  which  any  development 
generates  traffic  is  dependent  upon  a  number  of  factors  such  as  size,  location,  and 
concentration  of  surrounding  developments.  The  Trip  Generation  Manual3  published 
by  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  ("ITE")  categorizes  these  land  uses  and 
provides  weekday  daily,  weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  Saturday  daily  and 
midday  peak  hour  unadjusted  vehicle  trip  generation  estimates  for  each  use.  For  the 
proposed  development,  the  trip  generation  estimates  for  the  planned  uses  were 
projected  using  Land  Use  Code  ("LUC")  221  (Mid-Rise  Residential),  LUC  710  (General 
Office  Building),  LUC  760  (Research  &  Development  Center)  and  LUC  820  (Shopping 
Center).  The  resulting  overall  Project  trip  generation  was  compared  to  that 
associated  with  the  existing  uses  on  the  Project  Site,  with  the  additional  traffic 
compared  that  to  condition  being  added  to  the  study  area  roadway  network. 

Table  3-4  summarizes  the  Project-related  trip  projections  for  the  existing  uses  within 
the  Project  Site. 


3  Trip  Generation  Manual  (10th  Edition).  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Washington  D.C.,  2017. 
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Table  3-4  Existing  Site  Trip  Generation 


Existing 

Office1 

(137,000  sf) 

Existing 
Health  Club2 

(25,000  sf) 

Existing  Block  24  (162,000  sf) 

Total 

Unadjusted 

Trips 

(162,000  sf) 

Total  Net 
Vehicle  Trips 

(162,000  sf) 

Weekday  Daily 

Enter 

720 

538 

1,258 

668 

Exit 

720 

538 

1.258 

669 

Total 

1,440 

1,076 

2516 

1,337 

Weekday  Morning 

Enter 

134 

17 

151 

73 

Exit 

22 

J_6 

38 

15 

Total 

156 

33 

189 

88 

Weekday  Evening 

Enter 

25 

49 

74 

37 

Exit 

129 

37 

166 

82 

Total 

154 

86 

240 

119 

Saturday  Daily 

Enter 

151 

339 

490 

265 

Exit 

151 

339 

490 

264 

Total 

302 

678 

980 

529 

Saturday  Midday 

Enter 

39 

39 

78 

41 

Exit 

33 

41 

74 

39 

Total 

72 

80 

152 

80 

1  Source:  Trip  Generation  Manual.  10th  Edition:  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE);  Washington,  D.C. 


(2017).  Land  use  code  710  (General  Office  Building). 
2  Ibid.  Land  use  code  492  (Health/Fitness  Club). 


As  shown  in  Table  3-4,  the  existing  trip  generation  for  Block  24  is  lower  than  that 
which  would  be  found  in  a  more  isolated  suburban  site.  This  is  due  to  the  availability 
of  public  transportation,  shared  trips  with  other  nearby  uses  within  the 
Assembly  Square  district,  and  the  inherent  benefits  of  being  located  within  an  area 
with  bicycle  and  pedestrian  accommodations.  The  details  of  these  assumed  mode 
splits  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  later  in  this  section.  With  the  Project  and 
continued  ongoing  development  of  the  surrounding  area  the  trend  away  from 
single-occupant  automobile  travel  to  and  from  the  Project  Site  should  continue. 
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Following  the  documentation  of  the  existing  Block  24  trip  generation  as  shown  in 
Table  3-4,  trip  generation  was  estimated  for  the  full  redevelopment  of  the  Project 
Site.  The  methodology  used  and  results  of  this  analysis  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
following  sections. 

Proposed  Project-Generated  Traffic 

The  proposed  transit-oriented  development  will  consist  of  a  mixture  of  office/lab, 
residential,  and  supporting  retail/restaurant/active  uses.  As  noted  above,  traffic 
associated  with  the  office/lab  space  was  estimated  using  ITE  LUC  710  (General  Office 
Building)  and  LUC  760  (Research  &  Development  Center)  trip  generation  data. 
Residential  trip  generation  was  estimated  using  ITE  LUC  221  (Mid-Rise  Residential). 
The  retail  uses  are  expected  to  be  small,  service-oriented  businesses.  While  exact 
tenants  have  not  yet  been  secured,  these  are  not  expected  to  be  large  destination- 
retail  uses.  Instead,  potential  uses  will  include  small  eating  establishments,  coffee 
shops,  or  gallery  uses.  While  these  clearly  do  not  fit  the  description  of  a  transitional 
ITE  "Shopping  Center",  retail  traffic  was  estimated  using  this  land  use  code 
(LUC  820),  which  results  in  an  overly  conservative  analysis.  The  Project  may  also 
include  a  new  16,000  sf  fire  station  to  be  located  within  Block  21.  Traffic  generation 
for  emergency/municipal  facilities  such  as  this  is  typically  associated  mostly  with 
personnel  traffic,  and  vehicles  leaving  on  calls,  which  occur  randomly.  As  most  staff 
will  be  arriving  and  departing  the  Project  Site  outside  of  the  critical  peak  hours 
being  evaluated,  it  is  not  necessary  to  quantify  the  trip  generation,  which  should  be 
nominal  at  most,  for  this  use.  The  overall  unadjusted  vehicle  trip  estimates  for  the 
Project  are  presented  in  Table  3-5  and  trip  generation  worksheets  are  included  in 
Appendix  C. 
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Table  3-5  Project  Trip  Generation  -  Unadjusted  Vehicle  Trips 


Office3 

R&Db 

Residential0 

Retail/ 

Restaurantd 

Total 

Unadjusted 
Vehicle  Trips 

Weekday  Daily 

Enter 

3,078 

1,878 

1,351 

512 

6,819 

Exit 

3.078 

1.878 

1.351 

512 

6.819 

Total 

6,156 

3,756 

2,702 

1,024 

13,638 

Weekday 

Morning 

Enter 

518 

105 

43 

16 

682 

Exit 

84 

35 

122 

10 

251 

Total 

602 

140 

165 

26 

933 

Weekday 

Evening 

Enter 

102 

25 

126 

50 

303 

Exit 

535 

139 

80 

54 

808 

Total 

637 

164 

206 

104 

1,111 

Saturday  Daily 

Enter 

677 

317 

962 

626 

2,582 

Exit 

677 

317 

962 

626 

2.582 

Total 

1,354 

634 

1,924 

1,252 

5,164 

Saturday 

Midday 

Enter 

75 

40 

105 

64 

284 

Exit 

149 

40 

110 

59 

358 

Total 

324 

80 

215 

123 

742 

a  Based  on  ITE  LUC  710  (General  Office  Building),  assumes  612,500  sf  of  office  space, 

b  Based  on  ITE  LUC  760  (Research  &  Development  Center),  assumes  333,500  sf  of  R&D  space, 

c  Based  on  ITE  LUC  221  (Mid-Rise  Residential),  based  on  496  units  (since  reduced  to  489  units), 

d  Based  on  ITE  LUC  820  (Shopping  Center),  assumes  20,000  sf  of  retail  space  and  7,140  sf  of 

restaurant  space. 

The  values  shown  in  Table  3-5  are  the  base  unadjusted  vehicle-trip  estimates  prior 
to  the  necessary  adjustments  for  internal  Assembly  Square  trip  sharing,  mode-splits, 
and  other  factors.  The  details  of  how  these  subsequent  adjustments  were  made  by 
each  step  are  discussed  in  the  following  sections. 

Person  Trips 

The  unadjusted  vehicle  trips  calculated  using  the  ITE  data  were  subsequently 
converted  into  person  trips  by  applying  national  data4  for  vehicle-occupancy  rates 


Summary  of  Travel  Trends  -  National  Household  Travel  Survey;  USDOT  Federal  Highway  Administration  (Washington,  DC), 
2017. 
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for  a  variety  of  uses.  This  was  done  so  that  the  national  ITE-based  data  also  would 
be  converted  to  person  trips  using  national  data  for  consistency. 

Internal  Capture  Trips 

As  described  in  the  ITE  Trip  Generation  Handbook  "because  of  the  complementary 
nature  of  these  land  uses,  some  trips  are  made  among  the  on-site  uses.  This  capture 
of  trips  internal  to  the  site  has  the  net  effect  of  reducing  vehicle  trip  generation 
between  the  overall  development  site  and  the  external  street  system  (compared  to 
the  total  number  of  trips  generated  by  comparable  land  uses  developed  individually 
on  stand-alone  sites)...  an  internal  capture  rate  can  generally  be  defined  as  the 
percentage  of  total  person  trips  generated  by  a  site  that  are  made  entirely  within  the 
site.  The  trip  origin,  destination,  and  travel  path  are  all  within  the  site." 

Based  on  the  methodology  outlined  in  the  ITE  Trip  Generation  Handbook,  internal 
capture  rates  were  applied  to  the  gross  person  trips.  The  resulting  peak-hour  person 
trip  estimates  for  the  Project  and  are  presented  in  Table  3-6  and  worksheets  are 
included  in  Appendix  C. 

Table  3-6  Project  Peak-Hour  Person  Trips 

Total  Person 


Office  a 

R&D  a 

Residential a 

Retail a 

Trips 

Weekday  Morning 

Enter 

585 

119 

48 

28 

780 

Exit 

95 

40 

137 

17 

289 

Total 

680 

159 

185 

45 

1,069 

Weekday  Evening 

Enter 

115 

28 

142 

88 

373 

Exit 

605 

157 

91 

96 

949 

Total 

720 

185 

233 

184 

1,322 

Saturday  Midday 

Enter 

198 

45 

119 

113 

475 

Exit 

169 

45 

124 

104 

442 

Total 

367 

90 

243 

217 

917 

a  Person  trip  generation  estimate  with  internal  capture  credits  applied. 


Mode  Share 

The  mode  shares  used  for  this  evaluated  were  developed  considering  multiple 
sources.  These  include  a  traffic  study5  for  a  prior  development  proposal  on  the 
Project  Site,  and  data  from  the  Notice  of  Project  Change  (NPC)6  prepared  for  the 


The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly  (Chapter  3  -  Transportation)  Design 

Consultants,  Inc.  (Somerville,  Massachusetts),  September  30,  2016. 

Assembly  Row  Revised  Program  for  Partners  Healthcare  Site  -  Notice  of  Project  Change:  VHB,  Watertown, 
Massachusetts  (May  1 5,  2014). 
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Partner's  office  development  within  Assembly  Square.  Mode  shares  presented  as 
part  of  the  nearby  North  Point  development  also  were  considered  due  to  the 
similarities  in  some  components  of  that  project.  The  resulting  anticipated  mode 


splits  are  presented  in  Table  3-7. 

Table  3-7  Mode  Share 

Use 

Vehicle 

Transit 

Bike/Walk 

Office/Research  &  Development 

54% 

36% 

10% 

Residential 

43% 

47% 

10% 

Retail/Restaurant 

80% 

10% 

10% 

Source:  Based  on  hybrid  of  mode  shares  used  in  Partners  Health  Care  Study  PNF  (2014),  Certified 
NorthPoint  TIS  (with  data  from  Kendall  Square  K2  City  of  Cambridge,  "Hotel  Parking  and 
Transportation  Demand  Management  Reports  -  City  of  Cambridge",  Assembly  Edge  PUD-PMP 
(2017),  US  Census  data,  and  Boston  Transportation  Department  data  for  Zone  1 1  (Sullivan 
Square). 

The  mode  shares  discussed  above  were  applied  to  the  net-new  person  trips  to 
generate  the  adjusted  Project  trips  by  mode.  The  local  average  vehicle  occupancy, 
based  on  US  Census  data  for  each  primary  use  then  was  applied  to  the  vehicle  mode 
to  reflect  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  Project  Site. 

Pass- By  Trips 

While  the  ITE  rates  provide  estimates  for  all  the  traffic  associated  with  each  land  use, 
not  all  of  the  traffic  generated  by  the  Project  will  be  new  to  the  area  roadways.  For 
example,  a  portion  of  the  vehicle-trips  generated  by  the  retail  land  use  will  likely  be 
drawn  from  the  traffic  volume  roadways  adjacent  to  the  Project  Site.  For  example, 
someone  traveling  on  South  Street  may  choose  to  deviate  from  their  original  travel 
path  to  visit  the  site  retail,  before  heading  back  to  continue  to  their  final  destination. 
For  this  evaluation,  ITE  pass-by  rates  for  LUC  820  (Shopping  Center)  were  utilized  for 
the  retail  trip  generation,  and  applied  to  existing  trips  on  South  Street.  Specifically, 
34-  and  26-percent  of  the  Site  trip  generation  was  assumed  to  be  drawn  from  the 
surrounding  roadway  network  during  the  weekday  evening  and  Saturday  midday 
peak  hours,  respectively.  For  all  other  time  periods  studied,  a  25-percent  pass-by 
rate  was  assumed. 

Project-Generated  Trips 

The  mode  share  and  local  average  vehicle  occupancy  were  applied  to  the  person 
trips  to  estimate  net  new  trips  by  mode,  and  then  the  pass-by  adjustments  noted 
above  were  applied  to  the  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  retail  portion  of  the  Project 
Site.  Tables  3-9  and  3-10  summarize  the  net  new  trips  by  mode  and  net  new  vehicle 
trips  by  use,  respectively.  Detailed  trip  generation  worksheets  are  provided  in 
Appendix  C. 
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Table  3-8  Project-Generated  Peak-Hour  Trips  by  Mode 


Bike/Walk 

Transit 

Vehicle3 

Weekday  Morning 

Enter 

77 

274 

343 

Exit 

27 

109 

109 

Total 

104 

383 

452 

Weekday  Evening 

Enter 

32 

109 

132 

Exit 

89 

314 

401 

Total 

121 

423 

533 

Saturday  Midday 

Enter 

41 

135 

181 

Exit 

39 

131 

163 

Total 

80 

266 

344 

a  Total  development  vehicle  trips  (including  pass-bv  trips  associated  with  the  retail  portion). 


As  shown  in  Table  3-8,  the  Project  is  expected  to  generate  between  344  and  533 
total  vehicle  trips  during  the  peak  hours  studied  (including  trips  generated  by  the 
existing  Project  Site  uses).  The  breakdown  of  these  trips  by  use  are  summarized 
below  in  Table  3-9. 
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Table  3-9  Project-Generated  Peak-Hour  Vehicle  Trips  by  Use a 


Office 

R&D 

Residential 

Retail 

Pass- By  b 

Total 

Trips 

-Existing 

Trips 

=Total  Net 
Vehicle 
Trips 

Weekday  Morning 

Enter 

265 

54 

16 

6 

2 

343 

73 

270 

Exit 

41 

17 

46 

3 

2 

109 

15 

94 

Total 

306 

71 

62 

9 

4 

452 

88 

364 

Weekday  Evening 

Enter 

50 

12 

38 

21 

11 

132 

37 

95 

Exit 

272 

11 

27 

20 

11 

401 

82 

319 

Total 

322 

83 

65 

41 

22 

533 

119 

414 

Saturday  Midday 

Enter 

88 

20 

31 

32 

10 

181 

41 

140 

Exit 

73 

19 

37 

24 

10 

163 

39 

124 

Total 

161 

39 

68 

56 

20 

344 

80 

264 

a  New  vehicle  trips  with  internal  capture  credits  applied. 

b  Pass-by  credits  of  25%,  34%,  and  26%  applied  to  weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  and  Saturday 


midday  peak  hour  retail  trip  generation,  respectively. 


As  shown  in  Tables  3-10,  the  Project  is  expected  to  generate  a  total  452,  533,  and 
344  vehicle  trips  during  the  respective  weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  and 
Saturday  midday  peak  hours.  However,  these  totals  include  traffic  already  being 
generated  by  the  Project  Site  under  existing  conditions  (as  shown  in  Table  3-4).  After 
considering  this  existing  traffic  generation,  the  Project  will  result  in  an  additional 
364,  414,  and  264  vehicle  trips  compared  to  existing  conductions  during  the 
weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  and  Saturday  midday  peak  hours,  respectively. 
This  additional  traffic  was  assigned  to  the  Study  area  roadways  and  intersections 
based  on  trip  distribution  patterns  developed  as  discussed  in  the  following  section. 

3.7.9  Trip  Distribution  and  Assignment 

The  directional  distribution  of  traffic  approaching  and  departing  the  Project  is  a 
function  of  several  variables.  These  include  the  population  densities,  shopping 
opportunities,  competing  uses,  existing  travel  patterns,  and  the  efficiency  of  the 
roadways  leading  to  the  site. 

Due  to  the  varying  trip  characteristics  of  the  Project  uses  -  residential,  office,  and 
retail/restaurant/active  use  -  each  use  is  expected  to  experience  a  different 
distribution  pattern.  Thus,  regional  trip  distribution  percentages  were  calculated 
separately  for  each  of  the  Project's  uses.  The  more  localized  trip  distribution  (i.e., 
within  each  Study  intersection)  was  developed  based  on  the  location  of  uses  within 
the  Site. 

The  residential  and  office  trip  distribution  patterns  were  determined  using  journey- 
to-work  census  data  for  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  trip  distribution  for  the  retail 
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component  was  developed  based  on  a  previously-established  gravity  model  utilizing 
the  census  data  for  communities  included  in  the  market  trade  area.  Based  on  the 
distribution  of  population  within  the  projected  market  trade  area,  arrival  and 
departure  patterns  for  Project-related  traffic  were  estimated  and  adjusted,  if 
appropriate,  based  on  known  local  factors  such  as  locations  of  competing 
opportunities.  The  assignment  of  site-generated  traffic  to  specific  travel  routes  was 
based  on  observed  traffic  flow  conditions  on  available  routes,  and  the  assumption 
that  most  motorists  will  seek  the  fastest  and  most  direct  routes  to  and  from  the 
Project  Site. 

Table  3-10  summarizes  the  resulting  trip  distribution  patterns  for  the  Project.  The 
individual  trip  distribution  patterns  for  the  commercial  (office/research  & 
development,  and  retail/restaurant  space)  and  residential  uses  are  shown  in 
Figure  3.10. 

Table  3-10  Vehicle  Trip  Distribution  Summary 


Route 

Direction 

Office/ 
Research  & 
Development 

Residential 

Retail/ 

Restaurant 

1-93 

north 

25% 

11% 

.  25% 

1-93 

south 

21% 

28% 

21% 

Route  28 

northwest 

6% 

3% 

6% 

Route  28 

southeast 

14% 

14% 

14% 

Route  16 

west 

1% 

1% 

1% 

Route  16 

east 

7% 

1% 

7% 

Broadway 

northwest 

8% 

11% 

8% 

Medford  Street 

northwest 

6% 

22% 

6% 

Mystic  Avenue 

north 

4% 

3% 

4% 

Mystic  Avenue 

south 

5% 

3% 

5% 

Local  Roadwavs 

_ 

3% 

3% 

3% 

Total 

— 

100% 

100% 

100% 

The  future  2024  Build  traffic  volumes  were  developed  by  adding  the  additional 
Project-generated  traffic  volumes  (as  compared  to  existing  conditions)  to  the 
2024  No-Build  conditions  peak-hour  traffic  volumes.  Figures  3.1 1,  3.12,  and  3.13 
show  the  resulting  2024  Build  Conditions  weekday  morning,  weekday  evening,  and 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour  traffic  volumes,  respectively. 


3.8  Parking  Demand  and  Supply 

Evaluating  the  adequacy  of  a  development's  parking  supply  normally  involves 
comparing  the  expected  demand  to  the  proposed  supply.  Estimating  the  parking 
demand  associated  with  each  individual  use  within  a  transit-oriented  mixed-use 
development  also  requires  the  evaluation  of  transit,  walking,  biking,  and  internal  trip 
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sharing.  The  resulting  parking  demand  then  can  be  compared  to  the  proposed 
parking  supply.  With  this  approach  there  is  an  underlying  assumption  that  there  are 
no  limitations  to  parking  availability  and  that  anyone  wishing  to  park  can  freely  do 
so.  If  the  availability  of  parking  is  not  restricted  to  some  degree,  then  a  site  will  not 
truly  function  as  a  transit-oriented  development.  Instead,  it  only  will  be  a  project  that 
happens  to  have  nearby  public  transportation  available  as  one  possible  travel 
option. 

As  part  of  the  Project  Site  design,  the  amount  and  specific  location  of  parking  supply 
was  carefully  evaluated.  This  was  done  to  help  ensure  that  sufficient  parking  would 
be  available  for  the  normal  operation  of  the  Project  Site,  while  not  providing 
excessive  parking  which  might  reduce  incentive  for  using  other  means  of  travel.  The 
resulting  parking  supply  satisfies  the  parking  requirements  specified  in  the  City  of 
Somerville  Zoning  Bylaws,  and  also  meets  the  functional  needs  of  the  development. 

The  following  section  summarizes  the  parking  supply  proposed  for  the  Project  Site. 

3.8.1  Proposed  Parking  Supply 

Parking  for  the  Project  Site  primarily  will  be  accommodated  through  structured 
parking,  along  with  limited  surface  parking  (only  36  spaces)  and  on-street  parking. 
The  street  parking  is  likely  to  be  used  primarily  by  visitors  to  retail/restaurant  uses 
within  the  Project  Site.  In  total,  36  on-street  spaces  will  be  provided  along  Road  K. 
These  spaces  will  be  provided  along  both  sides  of  the  roadway  to  help  serve  the 
individual  businesses  while  helping  to  create  a  vibrant  street  environment.  There 
also  is  existing  metered  parking  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Foley  Street 
adjacent  to  the  Project  Site.  These  spaces  currently  have  a  two-hour  time  limit 
Monday  through  Saturday  from  8  AM  to  8  PM,  with  $0.25  pricing  per  15  minutes.  It 
is  expected  that  the  new  Road  K  parking  will  follow  a  similar  structure,  but  the 
details  of  the  on-street  parking  will  be  coordinated  with  the  City  of  Somerville. 

The  36-surface  parking  spaces  will  be  located  in  a  single  parking  lot  at  the  southerly 
end  of  the  Project  Site  between  Blocks  24  and  26.  A  single  full-access  driveway  will 
be  provided  on  Road  K  serving  this  lot. 

As  noted  above,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  parking  provided  will  be  in  structured 
garages  within  Blocks  21,  23,  and  25.  Block  21  will  be  the  main  parking  supply  for 
the  Project  Site  commercial  development,  with  approximately  1,352  spaces  being 
provided  in  a  multi-level  garage.  A  full-access  driveway  to  this  garage  will  be 
provided  on  Road  K,  and  a  driveway  restricted  to  entering  and  exiting  right  turns  will 
be  provided  on  Middlesex  Avenue  between  Blocks  21  and  24.  Block  21  also  will  have 
a  driveway  on  Foley  Street  just  east  of  its  signalized  intersection  with  Middlesex 
Avenue.  Due  to  its  proximity  to  this  location,  exiting  left-turns  from  the  garage  will 
be  restricted  through  signage. 

The  residential  uses  within  the  Project  Site  also  will  have  their  own  garages. 
Specifically.,  Block  23,  containing  329  residential  units  with  roughly  4,140  sf  of 
supporting  ground-floor  commercial  space,  will  have  structured  parking  containing 
197  parking  spaces.  The  access  drive  for  the  garage  will  be  located  on  Road  L 
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midway  between  Road  K  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  Likewise,  Block  25,  containing 
approximately  160  units,  will  have  its  own  parking  garage  containing  approximately 
110  parking  spaces. 

The  parking  facilities  within  each  Project  building  will  be  controlled  through  gating, 
ticketing,  reader  cards  or  other  means.  This  will  help  ensure  that  the  parking  is 
strictly  used  by  the  Project,  and  not  for  parking  for  the  MBTA  or  other  nearby 
developments.  The  ability  of  this  proposed  parking  supply  to  accommodate  the 
anticipated  Project  parking  demand  is  discussed  in  the  following  section. 

3.8.2  Parking  Demand 

The  potential  parking  demand  for  the  Project  was  estimated  based  on  standard  ITE7 
parking  generation  data  for  office,  residential,  and  retail  uses.  Even  considering  the 
varying  peak  periods,  shared  parking,  and  other  factors,  the  average  calculated 
parking  demand  for  the  Project  likely  will  slightly  exceed  the  proposed  supply.  This 
proposed  parking  supply  is  being  appropriately  limited  to  help  promote  travel  to  the 
site  other  means  besides  automobile.  The  following  sections  discuss  how  the 
office/research  &  development,  residential,  and  retail/restaurant  demand  effectively 
will  be  managed  to  help  reduce  the  Project  parking  needs. 

Time-of-Day  Considerations 

As  with  any  office-/residential  oriented  development,  the  peak  period  for  the 
parking  demand  will  occur  midday  on  a  weekday.  While  the  Project  includes  a 
retail/restaurant  component,  only  27,140  sf  of  building  space  is  proposed  for  those 
uses,  which  are  expected  to  be  heavily  oriented  to  shared  business  with  Project  Site 
residents  and  workers. 

Public  Transportation/Biking/Walking 

The  parking  needs  for  the  Project  will  be  lessened  due  to  the  nearby  availability  of 
public  bus  service  and  the  MBTA  Assembly  Square  Orange  Line  Station.  Amenities 
associated  with  the  Project  also  will  promote  bicycle  and  pedestrian  travel.  With  the 
Project  being  continuously  developed  over  a  several-year  period  there  should 
continue  to  be  less  reliance  by  Project  Site  workers  and  residents  on  private 
automobile  ownership.  This  ongoing  trend  is  the  result  of  increased  transit  usage, 
and  recently  improved  accommodations  for  bicycle  and  pedestrian  travel 
throughout  the  Assembly  Square  District.  Alternate  means  of  travel,  such  as  taxi, 
private  ride  services  (Uber,  Lyft,  and  others)  should  continue  to  reduce  the  parking 
needs  for  this  area.  There  also  will  be  extensive  internal  trip-sharing  between  the 
various  uses  within  the  Project  Site.  As  an  example,  some  residents  of  the  Project 
Site  may  choose  to  walk  to  the  various  on-site  retail  uses  that  will  be  available. 
Similarly,  some  office/research  &  development  workers  could  actually  choose  to  live 


7  Parking  Generation.  4th  Edition.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers,  Washington,  D.C.,  2010. 
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in  one  of  the  Project  Site's  residential  units.  Accordingly,  there  would  not  be  any 
additional  parking  activity  associated  with  that  type  of  activity. 

Shared  Parking 

A  shared-parking  approach  will  be  utilized  to  help  minimize  the  amount  of  parking 
spaces  required.  Due  to  the  varying  peak  times  for  the  office/lab  and  residential 
uses,  there  are  opportunities  for  parking  spaces  to  be  shared  between  residents  and 
workers. 

The  peak  residential  parking  demand  should  occur  outside  of  normal  office  working 
hours.  Due  to  these  offsetting  peak  times,  there  should  be  ample  opportunity  for 
shared  parking  between  the  residential  and  office  uses.  For  example,  other  garages 
serving  mixed-uses  in  the  Boston  area  offer  "reverse-commute"  parking  passes. 
Under  this  program,  residents  have  access  to  certain  parking  spaces  within  a  garage 
provided  that  they  arrive  after  4  PM  and  depart  before  9  AM  on  weekdays.  This 
allows  nearby  office  workers  to  use  these  same  parking  spaces  with  the  reverse 
time-restriction.  The  exact  time  periods  for  these  restrictions  can  be  determined  as 
office  tenants  are  identified. 

Similarly,  on  a  less  formal  basis,  some  of  the  office  parking  spaces  can  have  signage 
noting  that  they  are  restricted  to  office  use  from  7  AM  to  5  PM  (or  other  similar  time 
periods)  with  these  spaces  being  reserved  for  other  uses  after  that  time.  That 
alternate  use  likely  would  be  by  retail  or  restaurant  patrons  arriving  during  the  early 
evening  hours.  These  types  of  shared-parking  activity  are  preferable  to  providing 
excessive  parking  for  the  office  and  residential  uses  separately  without  any 
consideration  for  these  types  of  sharing  opportunities  within  the  Project  Site.  The 
excess  of  parking  would  discourage  alternate  means  of  transportation  such  as  MBTA 
bus  or  train  services,  biking,  taxi,  or  other  ride  services. 

Most  of  the  Project  retail  space  will  consist  of  small  shops,  restaurants,  or  cafes 
within  each  of  the  blocks  where  retail/restaurant  space  is  proposed.  Given  the 
mixed-use  nature  of  the  Project,  and  the  surrounding  Assembly  Square  area,  ample 
shared  activity  is  expected  with  nearby  uses.  Therefore,  a  considerable  amount  of 
customer  traffic  should  be  in  the  form  of  residents  or  office/lab  workers  already  on¬ 
site  as  opposed  to  destination  retail  traffic. 

3.9  Site  Access  Plan 

The  Project  Site  is  bound  by  existing  roadways  around  its  perimeter,  which  will  allow 
for  multiple  options  for  entering  and  existing  the  overall  Project  Site.  The  Project 
also  will  include  the  construction  of  a  new  "Road  K"  traveling  in  a  north/south 
direction  through  the  center  of  the  Project  Site.  This  roadway  will  be  intersected  at 
its  midpoint  by  Road  L,  which  will  continue  to  the  east  to  its  terminus  with  Grand 
Union  Boulevard.  Road  K  will  intersect  Foley  Street  opposite  the  K-Mart  Driveway  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  roadway,  and  this  location  will  continue  to  function  as  a  full- 
access  unsignalized  intersection.  Road  K  will  continue  to  the  south  through  the 
Project  Site  where  it  will  intersect  Revolution  Drive  opposite  the  existing  Home 
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Depot  driveway.  To  enhance  access  at  this  location,  a  new  eastbound  left-turn  lane 
will  be  constructed  within  the  existing  roadway  median  to  accommodate  entering 
left-turns  into  the  Project  Site.  This  intersection  will  continue  to  operate  at  as  a  full- 
access  four-way,  unsignalized  intersection. 

To  avoid  traffic  conflicts  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  turning  movements  to  and  from 
Road  L  will  be  limited  to  right-turns  only.  Road  L  will  provide  access  and  egress  for 
the  residential  197-space  parking  garage  within  Block  23,  and  Project  Site  residents 
also  may  use  Road  K  to  travel  to  and  from  the  garage.  Road  K  also  will  provide 
access  and  egress  to  the  Block  21  commercial  parking  garage  and  the  36-space 
Block  26  parking  lot.  The  access  driveway  for  the  Block  21  garage  has  been  located 
roughly  120  feet  to  the  south  of  Foley  Street.  In  doing  so,  it  is  expected  that  the 
majority  of  traffic  to  and  from  the  garage  will  be  oriented  to  the  northerly  segment 
of  Road  K  as  opposed  to  the  remaining  680  feet  of  roadway  to  the  south.  The 
presence  of  on-street  parking  and  traffic-calming  features  should  help  discourage 
use  of  this  roadway  by  non-Project  Site  traffic.  By  providing  this  internal  Project  Site 
roadway,  conflicts  on  the  surrounding  roadways  will  be  minimized.  A  new  driveway 
will  be  provided  on  Foley  Street  for  the  Block  21  driveway,  but  exiting  left-turns  will 
be  restricted  from  that  location. 

A  new  driveway  also  will  be  provided  on  Middlesex  Avenue,  but  it  will  be  limited  to 
entering  and  exiting  right-turns  only  due  to  the  existing  landscaped  island  opposite 
the  site  which  limits  Middlesex  Avenue  to  one-way,  northbound  travel  only  in  this 
area.  To  help  provide  adequate  sight  lines  looking  from  this  driveway  towards 
northbound  Middlesex  Avenue  traffic,  the  easterly  curbline  of  this  roadway  will  be 
modified  slightly.  Specifically,  as  shown  in  Figure  3.14,  the  existing  edge  of  road  will 
be  shifted  by  up  to  26  feet  to  the  west.  The  Proponent  also  will  be  exploring 
additional  options  involving  a  more  significant  shifting  of  the  roadway  as  recently 
requested  by  the  City  of  Somerville.  While  initial  conceptual  plans  for  that 
modification  still  are  under  development,  the  overall  function  of  this  location  will 
remain  unchanged  from  the  configuration  currently  proposed.  Traffic  heading 
northbound  on  Mystic  Avenue  still  will  be  able  to  freely  turn  right  onto  Middlesex 
Avenue,  but  exiting  Project  Site  traffic  will  be  able  to  see  these  oncoming  vehicles 
for  a  greater  distance.  With  this  change,  there  also  will  be  additional  green  space 
provided  along  the  Project  Site's  Middlesex  Avenue  frontage  which  should  provide 
for  improved  conditions  for  pedestrians  in  this  area. 

Finally,  the  potential  16,000  sf  City  of  Somerville  fire  station  will  have  its  own 
driveway  on  Middlesex  Avenue  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Block  21.  The  Proponent 
is  committed  to  working  with  the  City  to  help  provide  appropriate  measures  to  help 
ensure  timely,  safe,  and  efficient  access  and  egress  to  this  new  amenity. 
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3.10  Traffic  Operations  Analysis 

Measuring  existing  traffic  volumes  and  projecting  future  traffic  volumes  quantifies 
traffic  flow  within  the  Study  area.  To  assess  quality  flow,  roadway  capacity  analyses 
were  conducted  with  respect  to  Existing  and  projected  No-Build  and  Build  traffic 
volume  conditions.  Capacity  analyses  provide  an  indication  of  how  well  the  roadway 
facilities  serve  the  traffic  demands  placed  upon  them.  Roadway  operating  conditions 
are  classified  by  calculated  levels  of  service. 

3.10.1  Level-of-Service  Criteria 

The  evaluation  criteria  used  to  analyze  area  intersections  in  this  traffic  Study  are 
based  on  the  2010  Highway  Capacity  Manual  ("HCM")8.  The  term  'Level  of  Service' 
("LOS")  is  used  to  denote  the  different  operating  conditions  that  occur  on  a  given 
roadway  segment  under  various  traffic  volume  loads.  It  is  a  qualitative  measure  that 
considers  a  number  of  factors  including  roadway  geometry,  speed,  travel  delay  and 
freedom  to  maneuver.  LOS  provides  an  index  to  the  operational  qualities  of  a 
roadway  segment  or  an  intersection.  LOS  designations  range  from  A  to  F,  with 
LOS  A  representing  the  best  operating  conditions  and  LOS  F  representing  the  worst 
operating  conditions. 

In  addition  to  LOS,  two  other  measures  of  effectiveness  (MOEs)  are  typically  used  to 
quantify  the  traffic  operations  at  intersections;  volume-to-capacity  ratio  (v/c)  and 
delay  (expressed  in  seconds  per  vehicle).  For  example,  an  existing  v/c  ratio  of  0.9  for 
an  intersection  indicates  that  the  intersection  is  operating  at  90  percent  of  its 
available  capacity.  A  delay  of  15  seconds  for  a  particular  vehicular  movement  or 
approach  indicates  that  vehicles  on  the  movement  or  approach  will  experience  an 
average  additional  travel  time  of  15  seconds.  For  a  given  LOS  letter  designation 
there  may  be  a  wide  range  of  values  for  both  v/c  ratios  and  delay.  Comparison  of 
intersection  capacity  results  therefore  requires  that,  in  addition  to  the  LOS,  the  other 
MOEs  should  also  be  considered. 

The  LOS  designations,  which  are  based  on  delay,  are  reported  differently  for 
signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections.  For  signalized  intersections,  the  analysis 
considers  the  operation  of  all  traffic  entering  the  intersection  and  the 
LOS  designation  is  for  overall  conditions  at  the  intersection.  For  unsignalized 
intersections,  however,  the  analysis  assumes  that  traffic  on  the  mainline  is  not 
affected  by  traffic  on  the  side  streets.  Thus,  the  LOS  designation  is  for  the  critical 
movement  exiting  the  side  street,  which  is  generally  the  left  turn  out  of  the  side 
street  or  site  driveway.  Table  3-1 1  shows  the  LOS  criteria  for  both  signalized 
intersections  and  unsignalized  intersections. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  analytical  methodologies  typically  used  for  the  analysis 
of  unsignalized  intersections  use  conservative  analysis  parameters,  such  as  long 
critical  gaps.  Actual  field  observations  indicate  that  drivers  on  minor  streets  generally 


8  Highway  Capacity  Manual:  Transportation  Research  Board  (Washington,  D.C.),  2010. 
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accept  shorter  gaps  in  traffic  than  those  used  in  the  analysis  procedures  and 
therefore  experience  less  delay  than  reported  by  the  analysis  software.  The  analysis 
methodologies  also  do  not  fully  take  into  account  the  beneficial  grouping  effects 
caused  by  nearby  signalized  intersections.  The  net  effect  of  these  analysis 
procedures  is  the  over-estimation  of  calculated  delays  at  unsignalized  intersections 
in  the  Study  area.  Cautious  judgment  should  therefore  be  exercised  when 
interpreting  the  capacity  analysis  results  at  unsignalized  intersections.  The  level-of- 
service  criteria  for  signalized  and  unsignalized  intersections  are  summarized  in 
Table  3-11. 


Table  3-11  Level  of  Service  Criteria 


Level  of  Service 

Delay  -  Signalized 
Intersection 

Delay  -  Unsignalized 
Intersection 

A 

0  to  10  seconds 

0  to  10  seconds 

B 

10  to  20  seconds 

10  to  15  seconds 

C 

20  to  35  seconds 

15  to  25  seconds 

D 

35  to  55  seconds 

25  to  35  seconds 

E 

55  to  80  seconds 

35  to  50  seconds 

F 

Greater  than  80  seconds 

Greater  than  50  seconds 

Source:  2010  Highway  Capacity  Manual. 


3.10.2  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis 

Capacity  analyses  conducted  by  VHB  for  the  signalized  intersections  are  summarized 
in  Table  3-12.  The  capacity  analyses  were  conducted  for  the  2017  Existing,  2024  No- 
Build,  and  2024  Build  conditions. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95Qe| 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Middlesex  Avenue  at  Foley  Street 


Weekday  Morning 
WB  L 

0.02 

30 

C 

1 

12 

0.52 

37 

D 

47 

142 

0.54 

38 

D 

58 

153 

WB  R 

0.13 

4 

A 

0 

24 

0.11 

3 

A 

0 

22 

0.13 

3 

A 

0 

24 

NB  R 

0.17 

25 

C 

14 

42 

0.23 

33 

C 

22 

70 

0.29 

34 

C 

31 

83 

NBT 

0.03 

6 

A 

0 

5 

0.07 

5 

A 

0 

13 

0.08 

5 

A 

0 

14 

SB  L 

0.54 

12 

B 

39 

187 

0.66 

17 

B 

75 

309 

0.76 

21 

C 

102 

#417 

SB  T 

0.01 

9 

A 

1 

13 

0.03 

11 

B 

4 

26 

0.03 

11 

B 

4 

26 

Overall 

13 

B 

20 

C 

23 

C 

Weekday  Evening 
WB  L 

0.17 

28 

C 

9 

37 

0.83 

46 

D 

225 

#479 

0.93 

61 

E 

-301 

#569 

WB  R 

0.32 

4 

A 

0 

19 

0.28 

3 

A 

0 

42 

0.32 

3 

A 

0 

47 

NB  R 

0.40 

22 

C 

34 

112 

0.60 

34 

C 

103 

158 

0.68 

36 

D 

137 

204 

NBT 

0.08 

4 

A 

0 

10 

0.08 

3 

A 

0 

11 

0.09 

3 

A 

2 

14 

SB  L 

0.43 

12 

B 

21 

106 

0.59 

23 

C 

95 

153 

0.69 

25 

C 

110 

171 

SB  T 

0.02 

10 

A 

1 

14 

0.06 

15 

B 

16 

37 

0.06 

15 

B 

16 

36 

Overall 

13 

B 

28 

C 

33 

C 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  L 

0.24 

31 

C 

15 

58 

0.58 

34 

c 

90 

#286 

0.61 

39 

D 

158 

#329 

WB  R 

0.21 

3 

A 

0 

26 

0.17 

3 

A 

0 

30 

0.19 

3 

A 

0 

32 

NB  R 

0.34 

25 

C 

29 

93 

0.47 

34 

C 

54 

128 

0.57 

39 

D 

92 

147 

NBT 

0.09 

4 

A 

0 

12 

0.09 

3 

A 

0 

15 

0.10 

3 

A 

0 

16 

SB  L 

0.54 

13 

B 

35 

174 

0.65 

19 

B 

90 

255 

0.78 

27 

C 

196 

287 

SB  T 

0.03 

10 

A 

2 

20 

0.05 

13 

B 

7 

33 

0.05 

14 

B 

14 

32 

Overall 

15 

B 

23 

C 

28 

C 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Revolution  Drive 


Weekday  Morning 

WB  R 

0.28 

13 

B 

10 

30 

0.38 

15 

B 

18 

49 

0.43 

17 

B 

23 

64 

NBT 

0.33 

5 

A 

30 

54 

0.46 

6 

A 

42 

76 

0.50 

7 

A 

54 

99 

NB  R 

0.09 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.11 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.13 

1 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

6 

A 

7 

A 

8 

A 

Weekday  Evening 

WB  R 

0.62 

26 

C 

70 

101 

0.86 

36 

D 

149 

#241 

0.95 

48 

D 

182 

#302 

NBT 

0.63 

9 

A 

128 

209 

0.77 

13 

B 

249 

311 

0.80 

14 

B 

257 

320 

NB  R 

0.13 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.16 

0 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

11 

B 

17 

B 

21 

C 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  R 

0.34 

17 

B 

16 

45 

0.51 

22 

C 

36 

91 

0.55 

23 

c 

46 

103 

NBT 

0.39 

5 

A 

46 

83 

0.54 

7 

A 

76 

136 

0.57 

8 

A 

88 

155 

NB  R 

0.19 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.21 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.22 

1 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

6 

A 

8 

A 

9 

A 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 
b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 

c  Level-of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Qe! 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Foley  Street 


Weekday  Morning 
EB  L/T 

0.29 

50 

C 

20 

5 

0.48 

52 

D 

44 

85 

0.52 

55 

E 

47 

90 

EB  R 

0.64 

13 

B 

0 

62 

0.62 

10 

A 

0 

64 

0.63 

10 

A 

0 

64 

WB  L/T/R 

0.16 

42 

C 

8 

13 

0.64 

33 

C 

36 

71 

0.64 

33 

C 

36 

71 

NB  L 

0.08 

7 

A 

8 

13 

0.11 

18 

B 

4 

m34 

0.11 

18 

B 

4 

m34 

NBT/R 

0.08 

8 

A 

15 

22 

0.41 

19 

B 

0 

113 

0.41 

19 

B 

0 

113 

SB  L 

0.03 

10 

B 

6 

17 

0.51 

16 

B 

112 

192 

0.51 

16 

B 

112 

192 

SBT/R 

0.46 

19 

B 

208 

285 

0.54 

24 

C 

216 

358 

0.57 

25 

C 

230 

379 

Overall 

18 

B 

21 

C 

22 

C 

Weekday  Evening 
EB  L/T 

0.64 

52 

D 

63 

106 

0.93 

98 

F 

-97 

#214 

1.16 

>120 

F 

-128 

#251 

EB  R 

0.21 

7 

A 

0 

27 

0.14 

6 

A 

0 

29 

0.19 

5 

A 

0 

34 

WB  L/T/R 

0.14 

27 

C 

12 

23 

0.67 

26 

C 

123 

#197 

0.68 

26 

C 

123 

#206 

NB  L 

0.19 

9 

A 

21 

m43 

0.42 

10 

A 

28 

m31 

0.42 

10 

B 

28 

m31 

NBT/R 

0.50 

17 

B 

97 

#427 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-375 

m#41 5 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-375 

m#415 

SB  L 

0.05 

16 

B 

6 

18 

0.87 

60 

E 

71 

#171 

0.87 

60 

E 

71 

#171 

SBT/R 

0.30 

24 

C 

87 

142 

0.55 

31 

C 

111 

188 

0.56 

31 

C 

113 

192 

Overall 

21 

C 

64 

E 

69 

E 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L/T 

0.85 

73 

E 

111 

#213 

0.94 

89 

F 

-154 

#301 

0.94 

87 

F 

-162 

#310 

EB  R 

0.23 

6 

A 

0 

34 

0.23 

5 

A 

0 

39 

0.24 

5 

A 

O' 

40 

WB  L/T/R 

0.13 

25 

C 

11 

23 

0.41 

21 

C 

46 

87 

0.40 

21 

C 

46 

87 

NB  L 

0.19 

17 

B 

36 

68 

0.32 

19 

B 

45 

80 

0.33 

19 

B 

45 

80 

NB  T/R 

0.51 

25 

C 

195 

357 

0.94 

61 

E 

-343 

#563 

0.97 

66 

E 

-343 

#563 

SB  L 

0.05 

16 

B 

7 

21 

0.83 

50 

D 

80 

#206 

0.83 

50 

D 

79 

#205 

SBT/R 

0.35 

25 

C 

109 

186 

0.57 

30 

C 

165 

267 

0.59 

31 

C 

168 

272 

Overall 

30 

c 

44 

D 

45 

D 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 
b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 

c  Level-of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/ca  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Q  e  ! 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Revolution  Drive 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  L 

0.24 

49 

D 

14 

37 

0.23 

49 

D 

13 

39 

0.23 

49 

D 

13 

39 

EBT/R 

0.52 

25 

C 

10 

56 

0.49 

24 

C 

10 

59 

0.49 

24 

C 

10 

59 

WB  L 

0.27 

52 

D 

14 

28 

0.37 

56 

E 

20 

#57 

0.37 

56 

E 

20 

#57 

WBT 

0.28 

49 

D 

23 

39 

0.57 

61 

E 

50 

#123 

0.57 

61 

E 

50 

#123 

WB  R 

0.02 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.01 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.01 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.03 

13 

B 

5 

17 

0.04 

12 

B 

7 

18 

0.04 

12 

B 

7 

18 

NBT/R 

0.10 

20 

B 

35 

70 

0.53 

25 

C 

238 

334 

0.53 

25 

C 

238 

334 

SB  L 

0.25 

9 

A 

65 

58 

0.36 

9 

A 

49 

59 

0.36 

9 

A 

52 

65 

SB  T 

0.36 

12 

B 

140 

131 

0.39 

11 

B 

121 

151 

0.40 

11 

B 

132 

168 

SB  R 

0.09 

11 

B 

29 

36 

0.11 

10 

A 

26 

43 

0.11 

11 

B 

29 

49 

Overall 

16 

B 

20 

B 

20 

B 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

0.79 

66 

E 

76 

#157 

0.80 

71 

E 

-112 

#230 

0.80 

71 

E 

-112 

#230 

EBT/R 

0.26 

21 

C 

17 

54 

0.15 

18 

B 

16 

55 

0.15 

18 

B 

16 

55 

WB  L 

0.13 

34 

C 

12 

31 

0.21 

33 

C 

39 

81 

0.21 

33 

C 

39 

81 

WBT 

0.30 

36 

D 

41 

72 

0.67 

42 

D 

-246 

#416 

0.67 

42 

D 

-246 

#416 

WB  R 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.20 

23 

C 

63 

m88 

0.33 

25 

C 

61 

m94 

0.35 

26 

C 

61 

m94 

NBT/R 

0.47 

34 

C 

237 

m264 

1.04 

86 

F 

-436 

m#500 

1.04 

86 

F 

-436 

m#498 

SB  L 

0.08 

30 

C 

16 

38 

0.16 

29 

C 

14 

m26 

0.16 

27 

C 

14 

m26 

SB  T 

0.15 

41 

D 

58 

110 

0.36 

43 

D 

85 

m142 

0.44 

43 

D 

107 

ml  74 

SB  R 

0.16 

42 

D 

52 

103 

0.32 

43 

D 

63 

ml  13 

0.34 

42 

D 

65 

ml  17 

Overall 

34 

C 

54 

D 

54 

D 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

0.71 

55 

D 

175 

246 

0.77 

63 

E 

167 

#36 

0.77 

63 

E 

167 

#366 

EBT/R 

0.18 

14 

B 

11 

44 

0.18 

16 

B 

9 

55 

0.18 

16 

B 

9 

55 

WB  L 

0.02 

35 

D 

4 

14 

0.09 

40 

D 

16 

47 

0.09 

40 

D 

16 

47 

WBT 

0.03 

36 

D 

8 

21 

0.20 

41 

D 

53 

111 

0.20 

41 

D 

53 

111 

WB  R 

0.02 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.01 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.01 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.05 

17 

B 

9 

34 

0.07 

14 

B 

12 

36 

0.07 

14 

B 

12 

36 

NBT/R 

0.34 

21 

C 

108 

280 

0.50 

22 

C 

181 

443 

0.50 

22 

C 

181 

443 

SB  L 

0.01 

18 

B 

2 

11 

0.01 

15 

B 

1 

9 

0.01 

15 

B 

1 

9 

SB  T 

0.17 

23 

C 

57 

139 

0.21 

22 

C 

73 

157 

0.23 

22 

C 

81 

169 

SB  R 

0.18 

23 

C 

50 

129 

0.22 

22 

C 

63 

140 

0.22 

22 

C 

65 

144 

Overall 

29 

c 

30 

c 

30 

c 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a 

Del  b 

LOS  c 

50  Qd 

95  Qe 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

Fellsway  (Route  28 

at  Grand  Union  Boulevard 

Weekday  Morning 
WB  L 

0.10 

35 

D 

25 

46 

0.24 

37 

D 

64 

97 

0.24 

37 

D 

64 

97 

WB  R 

0.04 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.07 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

0.79 

13 

B 

47 

98 

0.86 

22 

C 

115 

m103 

0.86 

22 

C 

116 

ml  04 

NB  R 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

mO 

0.37 

3 

A 

27 

mO 

0.37 

3 

A 

26 

mO 

SB  L 

0.58 

43 

D 

173 

230 

0.77 

49 

D 

247 

317 

0.79 

50 

D 

254 

325 

SB  T 

0.97 

32 

C 

781 

#902 

1.04 

75 

E 

-1049 

#1127 

1.05 

75 

E 

-1058 

#1136 

Overall 

27 

c 

52 

D 

52 

D 

Weekday  Evening 
WB  L 

0.22 

37 

D 

62 

85 

0.55 

42 

D 

169 

223 

0.55 

42 

D 

169 

223 

WB  R 

0.42 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.51 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.52 

1 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-817 

m#716 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-965 

m#594 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-974 

m#603 

NB  R 

0.08 

0 

A 

0 

mO 

0.26 

0 

A 

0 

mO 

0.26 

0 

A 

0 

mO 

SB  L 

0.37 

39 

D 

106 

149 

0.49 

41 

D 

145 

196 

0.50 

41 

D 

147 

198 

SB  T 

0.46 

12 

B 

205 

238 

0.56 

13 

B 

271 

311 

0.56 

13 

B 

273 

312 

Overall 

87 

F 

105 

F 

107 

F 

Saturday  Midday 
WB  L 

0.28 

37 

D 

78 

115 

0.39 

39 

D 

113 

158 

0.39 

39 

D 

113 

158 

WB  R 

0.31 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.36 

1 

A 

0 

o 

0.36 

1 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

1.04 

48 

D 

-183 

m#526 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-712 

m#159 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-715 

m#161 

NB  R 

0.13 

0 

A 

0 

mO 

0.33 

1 

A 

0 

mO 

0.33 

1 

A 

0 

mO 

SB  L 

0.66 

45 

D 

204 

267 

0.82 

51 

D 

264 

337 

0.82 

52 

D 

268 

340 

SB  T 

0.56 

13 

B 

267 

306 

0.65 

14 

B 

342 

390 

0.65 

15 

B 

343 

391 

Overall 

28 

C 

57 

E 

58 

E 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 


Weekday  Morning 
WB  L 

0.10 

35 

D 

23 

44 

0.11 

35 

D 

26 

48 

0.16 

36 

D 

39 

65 

WB  R 

0.06 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.09 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.09 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

0.79 

40 

D 

334 

392 

1.13 

102 

F 

-613 

#709 

1.13 

102 

F 

-613 

#709 

NB  R 

0.17 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.22 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.27 

0 

A 

0 

0 

SB  L 

0.16 

47 

D 

43 

m46 

0.20 

46 

D 

53 

m53 

0.22 

46 

D 

59 

m58 

SB  T 

0.94 

10 

B 

106 

m139 

1.05 

51 

D 

-1053 

m#187 

1.05 

51 

D 

-1053 

m#182 

Overall 

19 

B 

63 

E 

62 

E 

Weekday  Evening 
WB  L 

0.24 

37 

D 

66 

98 

0.28 

37 

D 

77 

113 

0.42 

40 

D 

122 

168 

WB  R 

0.27 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.30 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.31 

1 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

1.13 

103 

F 

-632 

#729 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-957 

#1049 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-957 

#1049 

NB  R 

0.10 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.13 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

SB  L 

0.06 

30 

C 

12 

26 

0.11 

33 

C 

24 

45 

0.11 

33 

C 

25 

48 

SB  T 

0.50 

6 

A 

90 

100 

0.68 

11 

B 

184 

197 

0.68 

11 

B 

184 

197 

Overall 

50 

D 

109 

F 

107 

F 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  L 

0.24 

37 

D 

64 

97 

0.25 

37 

D 

69 

104 

0.31 

38 

D 

86 

125 

WB  R 

0.20 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.24 

0 

A 

0 

o 

0.24 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NBT 

0.99 

98 

F 

479 

#597 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-823 

#916 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-823 

#916 

NB  R 

0.21 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.28 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.31 

1 

A 

0 

0 

SB  L 

0.07 

35 

C 

15 

m30 

0.10 

39 

D 

22 

m38 

0.10 

39 

D 

23 

m40 

SB  T 

0.61 

7 

A 

113 

123 

0.73 

9 

A 

150 

160 

0.73 

9 

A 

150 

159 

Overall 

41 

D 

76 

E 

. 

75 

E 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio.  d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle.  e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

c  Level-of-service.  ~  Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 

m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Q  e  | 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Wheatland  Street  /  Bailey  Road 


Weekday  Morning 
EBT 

0.79 

28 

C 

461 

558 

0.86 

32 

C 

537 

648 

0.88 

33 

C 

558 

674 

WBT 

0.26 

1 

A 

1 

1 

0.29 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.29 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L/R 

0.05 

26 

C 

14 

35 

0.04 

26 

C 

14 

35 

0.04 

26 

C 

14 

35 

SB  L/R 

0.26 

39 

D 

101 

m136 

0.28 

40 

D 

111 

m132 

0.28 

40 

D 

112 

ml  34 

Overall 

23 

C 

25 

C 

26 

C 

Weekday  Evening 

EBT 

0.51 

20 

c 

241 

299 

0.57 

21 

c 

278 

343 

0.57 

21 

c 

281 

345 

WBT 

0.47 

1 

A 

1 

1 

0.54 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.54 

1 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L/R 

0.03 

26 

C 

11 

23 

0.03 

26 

C 

8 

24 

0.03 

26 

C 

8 

24 

SB  L/R 

0.28 

39 

D 

119 

148 

0.28 

40 

D 

124 

ml  58 

0.30 

40 

D 

128 

m160 

Overall 

15 

B 

15 

B 

15 

B 

Saturday  Midday 

EBT 

0.49 

20 

B 

226 

281 

0.75 

36 

D 

363 

446 

0.76 

36 

D 

367 

452 

WBT 

0.26 

1 

A 

2 

0 

0.37 

1 

A 

5 

4 

0.37 

1 

A 

5 

4 

NB  L/R 

0.03 

26 

C 

11 

23 

0.02 

16 

B 

6 

19 

0.02 

16 

B 

6 

19 

SB  L/R 

0.28 

37 

D 

112 

150 

0.22 

28 

C 

120 

158 

0.23 

28 

C 

121 

159 

Overall 

18 

B 

25 

C 

25 

C 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route 

38) /I 

-93  Southbound  On-Ramp 

Weekday  Morning 
WBT 

0.25 

17 

B 

102 

128 

0.30 

17 

B 

118 

146 

0.30 

17 

B 

120 

148 

SB  L 

0.99 

75 

E 

463 

#616 

1.04 

88 

F 

-530 

#665 

1.04 

90 

F 

-535 

#669 

SBT/R 

1.15 

111 

F 

-668 

#765 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-872 

#967 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-890 

#985 

Overall 

84 

F 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Weekday  Evening 
WBT 

0.38 

18 

B 

167 

201 

0.42 

19 

B 

190 

226 

0.44 

19 

B 

197 

234 

SB  L 

0.62 

35 

C 

245 

310 

0.61 

35 

C 

240 

304 

0.62 

35 

D 

246 

311 

SBT/R 

0.67 

34 

C 

270 

323 

0.98 

55 

D 

472 

#589 

1.04 

70 

E 

-554 

#653 

Overall 

29 

C 

39 

D 

47 

D 

Saturday  Midday 
WBT 

0.32 

17 

B 

135 

165 

0.49 

29 

C 

205 

247 

0.49 

29 

C 

209 

252 

SB  L 

0.89 

47 

D 

397 

#502 

0.65 

26 

C 

312 

284 

0.66 

26 

C 

314 

387 

SBT/R 

0.68 

33 

C 

269 

322 

0.66 

25 

c 

313 

365 

0.67 

25 

c 

325 

379 

Overall 

34 

C 

26 

c 

27 

c 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/ca 

Del b 

LOS  c 

50  Qd 

95  Qe 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB 

at  Mystic 

Avenue 

(Route  38) 

Weekday  Morning 
EBT/R 

0.62 

64 

E 

120 

153 

0.72 

65 

E 

141 

203 

0.73 

66 

E 

145 

210 

EB  R 

0.62 

13 

B 

87 

m129 

0.71 

16 

B 

104 

m165 

0.73 

17 

B 

107 

m165 

WB  T 

0.27 

2 

A 

5 

7 

0.29 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.29 

1 

A 

0 

0 

SB  L/T 

1.02 

57 

E 

-112 

m87 

1.18 

101 

F 

-675 

m84 

1.20 

107 

F 

-687 

m83 

Overall 

46 

D 

68 

E 

71 

E 

Weekday  Eveninq 
EBT/R 

0.39 

13 

B 

94 

117 

0.47 

16 

B 

118 

141 

0.49 

16 

B 

123 

146 

EB  R 

0.39 

12 

B 

73 

107 

0.47 

13 

B 

87 

123 

0.48 

13 

B 

91 

127 

WB  T 

0.48 

2 

A 

5 

6 

0.54 

3 

A 

0 

mO 

0.54 

3 

A 

0 

mO 

SB  L/T 

0.55 

8 

A 

34 

38 

0.80 

14 

B 

73 

m84 

0.84 

16 

B 

87 

m84 

Overall 

8 

A 

11 

B 

12 

B 

Saturday  Midday 
EBT/R 

0.47 

21 

C 

120 

144 

0.69 

52 

D 

134 

188 

0.70 

61 

E 

136 

192 

EB  R 

0.46 

13 

B 

85 

123 

0.67 

21 

C 

92 

159 

0.69 

22 

C 

95 

167 

WB  T 

0.25 

1 

A 

1 

1 

0.35 

2 

A 

0 

m4 

0.35 

2 

A 

0 

m4 

SB  L/T 

0.50 

7 

A 

27 

30 

0.49 

5 

A 

26 

29 

0.51 

5 

A 

27 

30 

Overall 

11 

B 

21 

C 

23 

C 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  N 

B  Off-Ramp 

Weekday  Morning 

EB  T 

0.64 

72 

E 

382 

m412 

0.71 

73 

E 

444 

m456 

0.73 

74 

E 

458 

m470 

NB  T 

0.44 

35 

C 

150 

199 

0.52 

37 

D 

178 

232 

0.52 

37 

D 

178 

232 

NB  R 

0.25 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.29 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.33 

1 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

51 

D 

51 

D 

51 

D 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  T 

0.31 

24 

C 

190 

243 

0.36 

33 

C 

245 

303 

0.36 

35 

D 

247 

m306 

NB  T 

0.82 

46 

D 

318 

397 

0.97 

63 

E 

391 

#528 

0.97 

63 

E 

391 

#528 

NB  R 

0.24 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.27 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.28 

1 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

29 

C 

41 

D 

41 

D 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  T 

0.41 

34 

c 

275 

342 

0.37 

32 

C 

313 

387 

0.37 

35 

C 

317 

393 

NB  T 

0.42 

35 

c 

141 

189 

0.80 

59 

E 

186 

#267 

0.80 

59 

E 

186 

#267 

NB  R 

0.31 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.33 

1 

A 

0 

0 

0.36 

1 

A 

0 

0 

Overall 

25 

c 

30 

C 

31 

C 

1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp  at  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  T 

1.00 

28 

C 

120 

m115 

1.00 

29 

C 

-120 

m115 

SB  R 

0.09 

13 

B 

28 

46 

0.10 

14 

B 

31 

51 

Overall 

26 

C 

27 

C 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  T 

0.59 

8 

A 

25 

30 

0.61 

8 

A 

25 

30 

SB  R 

intersection  does  not  exisi  unuer  eiu  i  / 

0.22 

11 

B 

57 

86 

0.25 

12 

B 

69 

101 

Overall 

cxistiny  conditions 

9 

A 

9 

A 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  T 

0.64 

6 

A 

36 

41 

0.64 

6 

A 

36 

42 

SB  R 

0.17 

13 

B 

32 

60 

0.19 

15 

B 

39 

68 

Overall 

7 

A 

8 

A 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio.  d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle.  e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 


c  Level -of-service.  ~  Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS c  50  Qd  95Qe| 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  L 

0.70 

50 

D 

152 

284 

0.80 

57 

E 

230 

#436 

0.81 

58 

E 

245 

#472 

EB  L/T 

0.58 

39 

D 

128 

197 

0.61 

41 

D 

172 

249 

0.60 

40 

D 

177 

255 

EB  R 

0.64 

48 

D 

113 

216 

0.63 

48 

D 

142 

257 

0.61 

47 

D 

142 

257 

WB  L 

0.53 

56 

E 

69 

148 

0.61 

62 

E 

91 

168 

0.61 

63 

E 

91 

168 

WB  L/T 

0.56 

50 

D 

78 

137 

0.64 

55 

E 

101 

155 

0.65 

56 

E 

101 

155 

WB  R 

0.13 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.54 

58 

E 

59 

127 

0.60 

64 

E 

74 

139 

0.60 

65 

E 

74 

139 

NBT/R 

0.61 

36 

D 

180 

284 

0.87 

48 

D 

310 

#468 

0.93 

53 

D 

331 

#506 

SB  L 

0.63 

58 

E 

82 

164 

0.67 

64 

E 

101 

176 

0.68 

65 

E 

101 

176 

SBT/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-594 

#865 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-841 

#1036 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-857 

#1080 

Overall 

89 

F 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

0.79 

61 

E 

216 

#366 

0.87 

70 

E 

276 

#488 

0.87 

71 

E 

283 

#503 

EB  L/T 

0.54 

43 

D 

144 

202 

0.57 

45 

D 

173 

232 

0.57 

45 

D 

174 

234 

EB  R 

0.53 

48 

D 

104 

189 

0.52 

49 

D 

116 

201 

0.51 

49 

D 

116 

201 

WB  L 

0.49 

55 

D 

87 

160 

0.51 

56 

E 

106 

178 

0.51 

56 

E 

106 

178 

WB  L/T 

0.72 

57 

E 

141 

204 

0.75 

60 

E 

173 

231 

0.76 

60 

E 

173 

231 

WB  R 

0.14 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.15 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.75 

69 

E 

142 

240 

0.82 

76 

E 

172 

#308 

0.83 

77 

E 

172 

#308 

NBT/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-704 

#953 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-1015 

#1269 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-1029 

#1283 

SB  L 

0.64 

67 

E 

92 

164 

0.69 

71 

E 

113 

185 

0.69 

71 

E 

113 

185 

SBT/R 

0.98 

63 

E 

-394 

#571 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-805 

#967 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-857 

#1020 

Overall 

94 

F 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

0.80 

59 

E 

227 

#411 

0.89 

69 

E 

303 

#566 

0.91 

72 

E 

312 

#584 

EB  L/T 

0.49 

39 

D 

131 

188 

0.52 

40 

D 

163 

227 

0.53 

40 

D 

165 

231 

EB  R 

0.48 

43 

D 

101 

186 

0.48 

44 

D 

115 

205 

0.48 

44 

D 

115 

205 

WB  L 

0.59 

63 

E 

87 

159 

0.64 

66 

E 

98 

174 

0.64 

66 

E 

98 

174 

WB  L/T 

0.59 

55 

D 

92 

141 

0.65 

58 

E 

104 

156 

0.65 

58 

E 

104 

156 

WB  R 

0.14 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.16 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0.16 

0 

A 

0 

0 

NB  L 

0.60 

65 

E 

77 

141 

0.64 

68 

E 

84 

150 

0.64 

68 

E 

84 

150 

NBT/R 

0.90 

50 

D 

330 

#485 

1.16 

>120 

F 

-506 

#678 

1.19 

>120 

F 

-525 

#698 

SB  L 

0.74 

66 

E 

134 

220 

0.77 

70 

E 

140 

232 

0.77 

70 

E 

140 

232 

SBT/R 

0.84 

42 

D 

336 

#477 

1.06 

79 

E 

-471 

#669 

1.08 

87 

F 

-490 

#690 

Overall 

46 

D 

79 

E 

85 

F 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/ca  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Q  c 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 


Weekday  Morning 
EB  R 

1.02 

112 

F 

-231 

#341 

0.99 

106 

F 

-199 

#365 

0.99 

106 

F 

-199 

#365 

EB  L/T 

0.53 

41 

D 

134 

182 

0.52 

41 

D 

122 

194 

0.52 

41 

D 

122 

194 

WB  L/T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-265 

#382 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-230 

#394 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-230 

#394 

NB  L 

0.17 

19 

B 

11 

27 

0.18 

20 

B 

11 

28 

0.18 

20 

B 

11 

28 

NBT/R 

0.42 

24 

C 

165 

242 

0.55 

27 

C 

279 

332 

0.58 

28 

C 

298 

354 

SB  L 

0.07 

18 

B 

9 

23 

0.10 

18 

B 

9 

24 

0.11 

18 

B 

9 

24 

SBT/R 

0.87 

39 

D 

431 

511 

0.97 

50 

D 

-601 

#707 

0.98 

51 

D 

-614 

#719 

Overall 

58 

E 

57 

E 

57 

E 

Weekday  Evening 
EB  R 

0.94 

90 

F 

-230 

#372 

1.03 

113 

F 

-235 

#400 

1.08 

>120 

F 

-237 

#402 

EB  L/T 

0.15 

31 

C 

41 

76 

0.16 

32 

C 

42 

81 

0.17 

32 

C 

42 

81 

WB  L/T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-309 

#422 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-298 

#475 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-303 

#479 

NB  L 

0.67 

38 

D 

62 

#158 

0.76 

48 

D 

79 

#203 

0.78 

50 

D 

80 

#207 

NBT/R 

0.83 

33 

C 

545 

#684 

1.02 

55 

E 

-829 

#947 

1.00 

52 

D 

-842 

#960 

SB  L 

0.24 

20 

B 

18 

39 

0.28 

20 

C 

20 

42 

0.28 

20 

C 

20 

42 

SB  T/R 

0.78 

34 

C 

396 

450 

0.90 

39 

D 

536 

#657 

0.90 

40 

D 

-603 

#700 

Overall 

45 

D 

60 

E 

61 

E 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  R 

0.68 

46 

D 

91 

#346 

0.75 

54 

D 

107 

#397 

0.76 

55 

D 

109 

#397 

EB  L/T 

0.13 

25 

C 

15 

74 

0.13 

27 

C 

20 

81 

0.13 

28 

C 

20 

81 

WB  L/T/R 

0.40 

36 

D 

45 

#183 

0.55 

43 

D 

67 

#252 

0.55 

44 

D 

68 

#253 

NB  L 

0.20 

17 

B 

9 

41 

0.25 

17 

B 

10 

46 

0.25 

17 

B 

10 

46 

NBT/R 

0.66 

26 

C 

159 

349 

0.74 

27 

C 

221 

479 

0.75 

27 

C 

228 

493 

SB  L 

0.18 

17 

B 

8 

38 

0.23 

17 

B 

9 

42 

0.23 

17 

B 

9 

42 

SBT/R 

0.68 

27 

C 

143 

317 

0.72 

28 

C 

189 

414 

0.73 

28 

C 

194 

425 

Overall 

28 

c 

29 

C 

30 

c 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 


Weekday  Morning 
WB  T 

0.39 

4 

A 

35 

35 

0.42 

4 

A 

26 

61 

0.44 

5 

A 

27 

63 

NB  L 

0.19 

25 

C 

39 

62 

0.22 

25 

C 

47 

75 

0.37 

27 

C 

82 

121 

Overall 

7 

A 

7 

A 

10 

A 

Weekday  Evening 

WB  T 

0.55 

10 

B 

90 

m87 

0.66 

32 

C 

146 

m73 

0.68 

37 

D 

149 

m70 

NB  L 

0.49 

32 

C 

96 

124 

0.48 

29 

C 

105 

147 

0.51 

29 

C 

115 

161 

Overall 

14 

B 

31 

c 

35 

D 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  T 

0.34 

5 

A 

41 

80 

0.46 

8 

A 

71 

m86 

0.48 

9 

A 

73 

m84 

NB  L 

0.52 

32 

C 

109 

123 

0.44 

27 

C 

105 

119 

0.49 

26 

C 

122 

134 

Overall 

12 

B 

13 

B 

13 

B 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Q  e  1 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 


Weekday  Morning 
WB  L 

0.30 

24 

C 

78 

130 

0.33 

25 

C 

82 

140 

0.34 

25 

C 

82 

140 

WB  T/R 

0.65 

27 

C 

200 

244 

0.77 

30 

C 

229 

286 

0.80 

31 

C 

238 

296 

NB  L 

0.33 

21 

c 

30 

80 

0.33 

14 

B 

15 

58 

0.34 

15 

B 

17 

60 

NBT 

0.04 

10 

A 

7 

22 

0.19 

9 

A 

18 

60 

0.19 

9 

A 

20 

61 

SB  L/T/R 

0.85 

48 

D 

221 

264 

0.84 

47 

D 

225 

#374 

0.85 

47 

D 

232 

#388 

Overall 

30 

C 

28 

C 

29 

C 

Weekday  Evening 
WB  L 

0.59 

30 

c 

174 

269 

0.69 

34 

c 

192 

296 

0.69 

34 

c 

192 

296 

WB  T/R 

1.07 

81 

F 

-465 

#563 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-589 

#686 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-593 

#691 

NB  L 

0.29 

17 

B 

50 

119 

0.33 

19 

B 

40 

127 

0.35 

20 

C 

40 

127 

NBT 

0.09 

12 

B 

24 

57 

0.16 

11 

B 

34 

97 

0.16 

11 

B 

34 

97 

SB  L/T/R 

0.63 

45 

D 

149 

198 

0.70 

50 

D 

199 

284 

0.76 

54 

D 

218 

314 

Overall 

63 

E 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Saturday  Midday 
WB  L 

0.31 

23 

C 

86 

172 

0.44 

29 

C 

122 

198 

0.45 

29 

C 

122 

198 

WB  T/R 

0.59 

24 

C 

183 

275 

0.90 

39 

D 

-377 

#432 

0.93 

42 

D 

-345 

#440 

NB  L 

0.31 

22 

c 

69 

66 

0.28 

13 

B 

22 

58 

0.29 

13 

B 

22 

58 

NBT 

0.07 

15 

B 

26 

22 

0.14 

8 

A 

19 

42 

0.14 

8 

A 

18 

43 

SB  L/T/R 

0.61 

36 

D 

133 

182 

0.62 

32 

C 

160 

201 

0.60 

30 

C 

163 

200 

Overall 

25 

C 

32 

C 

34 

C 

Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 


Weekday  Morning 
EB  L 

0.15 

32 

C 

19 

38 

0.73 

42 

D 

153 

212 

0.73 

42 

D 

153 

212 

EB  R 

0.54 

31 

C 

117 

145 

0.40 

22 

C 

95 

133 

0.40 

22 

C 

96 

134 

NBT 

0.07 

8 

A 

6 

42 

0.09 

12 

B 

17 

54 

0.09 

11 

B 

17 

53 

SB  T 

0.30 

19 

B 

143 

157 

0.35 

24 

C 

142 

m180 

0.36 

24 

C 

146 

m182 

Overall 

20 

C 

26 

c 

26 

c 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

0.17 

33 

c 

21 

44 

0.54 

40 

D 

81 

124 

0.54 

40 

D 

81 

124 

EB  R 

0.54 

30 

c 

115 

162 

0.57 

30 

C 

133 

179 

0.57 

30 

C 

133 

179 

NBT 

0.12 

7 

A 

21 

64 

0.14 

9 

A 

40 

78 

0.14 

9 

A 

40 

78 

SB  T 

0.26 

11 

B 

74 

97 

0.36 

14 

B 

11 

143 

0.37 

15 

B 

124 

158 

Overall 

15 

B 

19 

B 

19 

B 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

0.38 

46 

D 

31 

60 

0.65 

48 

D 

92 

147 

0.65 

48 

D 

92 

147 

EB  R 

0.48 

9 

A 

22 

56 

0.41 

11 

B 

47 

85 

0.41 

11 

B 

49 

87 

NBT 

0.09 

2 

A 

4 

2 

0.10 

3 

A 

4 

51 

0.10 

3 

A 

4 

54 

SB  T 

0.20 

13 

B 

82 

106 

0.29 

18 

B 

107 

126 

0.30 

18 

B 

110 

128 

Overall 

11 

B 

17 

B 

18 

B 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Qe 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  L 

0.21 

32 

C 

29 

61 

0.25 

32 

C 

37 

73 

0.27 

33 

C 

40 

78 

EBT 

0.47 

28 

C 

116 

174 

0.50 

28 

C 

126 

190 

0.50 

28 

C 

126 

190 

NB  L/T/R 

0.26 

20 

C 

61 

122 

0.31 

22 

C 

80 

148 

0.32 

22 

C 

80 

148 

SB  L 

1.09 

114 

F 

-358 

#497 

1.20 

>120 

F 

-384 

#604 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-399 

#619 

SB  R 

0.65 

13 

B 

86 

117 

0.64 

9 

A 

88 

17 

0.64 

10 

A 

89 

17 

Overall 

54 

D 

63 

E 

69 

E 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

0.49 

38 

D 

74 

120 

0.51 

38 

D 

83 

140 

0.51 

38 

D 

83 

140 

EBT 

0.43 

27 

C 

108 

157 

0.44 

26 

C 

112 

173; 

0.44 

26 

C 

112 

173 

NB  L/T/R 

0.42 

25 

C 

106 

189 

0.53 

29 

C 

139 

234 

0.53 

29 

C 

139 

234 

SB  L 

0.90 

116 

F 

180 

#358 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-329 

#529 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-370 

#575 

SB  R 

0.74 

15 

B 

69 

107 

0.77 

14 

B 

90 

134 

0.77 

14 

B 

96 

146 

Overall 

42 

D 

74 

E 

89 

F 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

« 

0..41 

40 

D 

51 

95 

0.47 

43 

D 

59 

112 

0.47 

43 

D 

59 

112 

EBT 

0.45 

30 

C 

101 

158 

0.47 

30 

C 

108 

177 

0.47 

30 

C 

108 

177 

NB  L/T/R 

0.27 

19 

B 

74 

129 

0.32 

20 

C 

93 

156 

0.32 

20 

C 

93 

156 

SB  L 

0.61 

47 

D 

156 

#239 

0.76 

70 

E 

183 

#351 

0.79 

77 

E 

188 

#369 

SB  R 

0.73 

19 

B 

81 

65 

0.77 

27 

C 

38 

216 

0.77 

28 

C 

36 

219 

Overall 

29 

C 

38 

D 

-  „.i. 

40 

D 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level -of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a 

Del  b 

LOS  c 

50  Qd 

95  Qe 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

v/c 

Del 

LOS 

50  Q 

95  Q 

Wellington  Circle  East 

Weekday  Morning 

EB  HL 

0.01 

50 

D 

3 

m4 

0.01 

61 

E 

3 

m4 

0.01 

61 

E 

3 

m4 

EB  HL/BL 

0.10 

50 

D 

0 

m56 

0.14 

60 

E 

0 

mO 

0.14 

60 

E 

0 

mO 

EB  T 

0.49 

15 

B 

93 

129 

0.48 

7 

A 

50 

m50 

0.48 

7 

A 

50 

m50 

WB  T 

0.81 

37 

D 

294 

335 

0.98 

84 

F 

367 

#448 

0.99 

89 

F 

371 

#453 

WB  R 

0.73 

32 

C 

198 

319 

0.85 

42 

D 

238 

#420 

0.85 

42 

D 

238 

#420 

NB  L 

0.46 

41 

D 

89 

159 

0.18 

28 

C 

41 

68 

0.18 

28 

C 

41 

68 

NB  IVT/BR 

0.51 

38 

D 

96 

133 

0.38 

30 

C 

90 

123 

0.39 

30 

C 

91 

124 

NB  R 

0.77 

27 

C 

271 

426 

0.98 

56 

E 

389 

#643 

0.99 

58 

E 

396 

#651 

Overall 

30 

c 

52 

D 

54 

D 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  HL 

0.17 

30 

c 

28 

m41 

0.19 

31 

C 

41 

87 

0.19 

31 

C 

41 

87 

EB  HL/BL 

0.55 

34 

c 

95 

m142 

0.61 

53 

D 

153 

243 

0.61 

53 

D 

153 

243 

EB  T 

0.84 

11 

B 

120 

m130 

1.00 

89 

F 

429 

#530 

1.00 

89 

F 

429 

#530 

WB  T 

0.94 

76 

E 

323 

#390 

1.11 

92 

F 

-458 

#521 

1.12 

93 

F 

-459 

#523 

WB  R 

1.02 

74 

E 

-313 

#534 

1.15 

118 

F 

-424 

#639 

1.15 

118 

F 

-424 

#639 

NB  L 

0.74 

44 

D 

227 

#375 

0.43 

30 

C 

117 

162 

0.43 

30 

C 

118 

164 

NBL/T/BR  >1.20dr 

105 

F 

-445 

#546 

>1.20dr 

>120 

F 

-514 

#610 

>1.20dr 

>120 

F 

-524 

#621 

NB  R 

0.95 

42 

D 

451 

#741 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-842 

#1092 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-864 

#1115 

Overall 

58 

E 

104 

F 

106 

F 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  HL 

0.16 

18 

B 

18 

m32 

0.18 

19 

B 

24 

m24 

0.18 

19 

B 

24 

m24 

EB  HL/BL 

0.43 

20 

B 

53 

m87 

0.48 

21 

C 

67 

m66 

0.48 

21 

C 

67 

m66 

EB  T 

0.75 

10 

B 

119 

ml  28 

0.91 

57 

E 

133 

m129 

0.91 

57 

E 

133 

m129 

WB  T 

0.91 

52 

D 

315 

#359 

1.07 

88 

F 

-429 

#493 

1.07 

88 

F 

-430 

#495 

WB  R 

0.95 

59 

E 

274 

#483 

1.05 

84 

F 

-354 

#564 

1.05 

84 

F 

-354 

#564 

NB  L 

0.63 

38 

D 

183 

289 

0.37 

29 

C 

97 

138 

0.37 

29 

C 

97 

138 

NB  L/T/BR  I.OOdr 

35 

C 

205 

257 

1.08dr 

36 

D 

230 

283 

1.08dr 

36 

D 

231 

284 

NB  R 

1.06 

70 

E 

-634 

#876 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-945 

#1200 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-952 

#1207 

Overall 

40 

D 

80 

E 

80 

E 

Wellington  Circle  North 

Weekday  Morning 

WB  T 

0.50 

31 

C 

118 

138 

0.40 

32 

C 

99 

127 

0.40 

32 

C 

99 

127 

NB  T 

0.19 

5 

A 

53 

48 

0.21 

4 

A 

41 

m42 

0.21 

4 

A 

41 

m42 

Overall 

20 

B 

18 

B 

18 

B 

Weekday  Evening 

WB  T 

0.56 

35 

C 

109 

142 

0.41 

36 

D 

86 

114 

0.41 

36 

D 

86 

114 

NB  T 

0.40 

4 

A 

9 

m8 

,0.48 

16 

B 

7 

m9 

0.48 

19 

B 

7 

m9 

Overall 

14 

B 

21 

C 

23 

C 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  T 

0.53 

31 

C 

128 

161 

0.46 

33 

c 

116 

146 

0.46 

33 

c 

116 

146 

NB  T 

0.29 

3 

A 

29 

m34 

0.33 

3 

A 

26 

m32 

0.33 

3 

A 

26 

m32 

Overall 

16 

B 

15 

B 

15 

B 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 
b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
c  Level-of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal, 
dr  Defacto  right  lane. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS  c  50  Qd  95  Qe 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Wellington  Circle  West 


Weekday  Morning 
EBT 

0.65 

39 

D 

136 

167 

1.05 

86 

F 

-170 

■  #225  ; 

1.05 

86 

F 

-170 

#225 

WB  L 

1.19 

110 

F 

-323 

#395 

1.09 

67 

E 

-326 

m#344  | 

0.11 

72 

E 

-334 

m#346 

WBT 

0.69 

11 

B 

52 

105 

0.55 

11 

B 

69 

m75  | 

0.55 

12 

B 

70 

m74 

SB  L 

0.37 

36 

D 

71 

103 

0.27 

28 

C 

63 

96  | 

0.27 

28 

C 

63 

97 

SB  T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-353 

#415 

0.91 

44 

D 

289 

#375  i 

0.92 

46 

D 

293 

#383 

SWB  L/T 

0.76 

71 

E 

147 

176 

1.03 

112 

F 

-127 

#189  ! 

1.03 

112 

F 

-127 

#189 

SWB  T f 

0.22 

64 

E 

38 

m76 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Overall 

76 

E 

58 

E 

59 

E 

Weekday  Evening 
EBT 

0.72 

33 

C 

233 

269 

0.89 

43 

D 

276 

313  1 

0.89 

43 

D 

276 

313 

WB  L 

1.02 

70 

E 

-180 

m#306 

1.09 

96 

F 

-378 

#469 

1.10 

95 

F 

-380 

#472 

WBT 

0.62 

12 

B 

105 

m141 

0.53 

52 

D 

214 

254  i 

0.53 

53 

D 

215 

255 

SB  L 

0.97 

81 

F 

145 

#244 

0.85 

58 

E 

162 

#246 

0.85 

58 

E 

162 

#246 

SB  T/R 

0.67 

45 

D 

94 

131 

0.62 

41 

D 

112 

151  | 

0.63 

42 

D 

113 

153 

SWB  L/T 

0.88 

79 

E 

107 

#156 

0.97 

80 

E 

98 

#155  1 

0.97 

80 

E 

98 

#155 

SWB  T  f 

0.60 

77 

E 

65 

m#122 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Overall 

45 

D 

61 

E 

61 

E 

Saturday  Midday 
EBT 

0.72 

37 

D 

195 

229 

1.09 

95 

F 

-264 

#323  I 

1.09 

95 

F 

-264 

#323 

WB  L 

1.02 

77 

E 

-105 

m#345 

1.04 

75 

E 

-159 

m#139 

1.05 

75 

E 

-161 

m#139 

WB  T 

0.54 

15 

B 

121 

m158 

0.47 

17 

B 

121 

ml  16  1 

0.47 

17 

B 

121 

ml  16 

SB  L 

0.98 

79 

E 

169 

#271 

0.91 

63 

E 

175 

#272 

0.91 

63 

E 

174 

#272 

SB  T/R 

0.67 

41 

D 

104 

141 

0.66 

40 

D 

117 

158 

0.67 

40 

D 

119 

159 

SWB  L/T 

1.01 

96 

F 

-151 

#229 

0.98 

90 

F 

142 

#202 

0.98 

90 

F 

142 

#202 

SWB  T f 

0.61 

72 

E 

80 

#155 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

n/a 

Overall 

54 

D 

66 

E 

66 

E 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 
b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 

c  Level-of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

f  Lane  Geometry  on  the  intersection  approaches  changed  due  to  mitigation  by  Wynn  Casino. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 
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Table  3-12  Signalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

v/c a  Del  b  LOS c  50  Qd  95Qe| 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

v/c  Del  LOS  50  Q  95  Q 

Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Avenue 


Weekday  Morning 
EB  L 

0.55 

58 

E 

54 

#166 

0.57 

60 

E 

54 

#185 

0,7 

60 

E 

54 

#185 

EBT/R 

0.58 

45 

D 

127 

297 

0.57 

45 

D 

127 

316 

0.59 

46 

D 

131 

322’ 

WB  L/T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-329 

#794 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-386 

#872 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-391 

#877 

NB  L 

0.77 

72 

E 

122 

#334 

0.77 

71 

E 

131 

#360 

0.77 

71 

E 

131 

#360 

NBT/R 

0.24 

36 

D 

61 

139 

0.28 

36 

D 

72 

158 

0.28 

36 

D 

73 

160 

SB  L 

0.48 

64 

E 

41 

120 

0.52 

66 

E 

45 

#139 

0.52 

66 

E 

45 

#139 

SBT/R 

1.12 

100 

F 

-398 

#897 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-542 

#1054 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-551 

#1066 

Overall 

101 

F 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-246 

#630 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-265 

#661 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-265 

#661 

EBT/R 

0.96 

77 

E 

269 

#728 

1.02 

90 

F 

288 

#777 

1.02 

90 

F 

288 

#777 

WB  L/T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-243 

#528 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-261 

#587 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-261 

#587 

NB  L 

0.78 

70 

E 

139 

#381 

0.84 

75 

E 

161 

#453 

0.86 

78 

E 

166 

#465 

NBT/R 

0.66 

42 

D 

202 

401 

0.83 

47 

D 

267 

#579 

0.84 

48 

D 

272 

#591 

SB  L 

0.26 

53 

D 

43 

121 

0.27 

52 

D 

47 

129 

0.27 

52 

D 

47 

129 

SBT/R 

0.44 

36 

D 

115 

241 

0.51 

38 

D 

136 

282 

0.51 

38 

D 

138 

284 

Overall 

101 

F 

>120 

F 

>120 

F 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

1.07 

116 

F 

171 

#525 

1.14 

>120 

F 

-181 

#575 

1.14 

>120 

F 

-181 

#575 

EBT/R 

0.94 

69 

E 

248 

#695 

0.94 

70 

E 

251 

#739 

0.94 

70 

E 

251 

#739 

WB  L/T/R 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

CO 

l 

#522 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-229 

#582 

>1.20 

>120 

F 

-229 

#582 

NB  L 

0.68 

68 

E 

89 

219 

0.72 

70 

E 

101 

#251 

0.72 

70 

E 

101 

#251 

NBT/R 

0.39 

36 

D 

101 

236 

0.47 

37 

D 

128 

286 

0.47 

37 

D 

129 

288 

SB  L 

0.55 

76 

E 

30 

98 

0.23 

54 

D 

30 

96 

0.23 

54 

D 

30 

93 

SBT/R 

0.43 

34 

C 

103 

243 

0.52 

36 

D 

132 

298 

0.52 

36 

D 

134 

300 

Overall 

77 

E 

91 

F 

91 

F 

a  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 
b  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 

c  Level-of-service. 

d  50th  percentile  queue,  in  feet, 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

Volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  is  theoretically  infinite. 

#  95th  percentile  volume  exceeds  capacity,  queue  may  be  longer, 
m  Volume  for  95th  percentile  queue  is  metered  by  upstream  signal. 


As  shown  in  Table  3-12,  some  of  the  Study  area  intersections  are  projected  to 
operate  at  or  near  theoretical  capacity  under  future  conditions  with  or  without  the 
proposed  Project.  The  following  sections  compare  the  updated  analysis  results  to 
the  formerly  projected  2018  Build  condition  results. 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Foley  Street 

A  new  fully-actuated  traffic  signal  recently  was  installed  at  the  Grand  Union 
Boulevard/Foley  Street  intersection.  The  underlying  design  of  that  location 
considered  both  existing  conditions,  and  the  projected  ongoing  development  of  the 
Assembly  Square  District.  As  shown  in  Table  3-12,  this  location  is  projected  to 
operate  at  an  overall  LOS  E  during  the  weekday  evening  peak  hour  under  future 
conditions  with  or  without  the  Project.  The  signal  operation  includes  an  exclusive 
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pedestrian  phase.  While  that  feature  may  result  in  periodic  increased  delays  for 
vehicular  traffic,  it  provides  for  an  overall  more  pedestrian-friendly  environment 
while  still  allowing  for  vehicular  traffic  to  be  processed.  The  signal  timings  at  this 
location  can  be  reviewed  on  an  ongoing  basis  to  determine  if  any  adjustments  to 
the  current  timing  plan  might  be  appropriate  to  accommodate  any  travel  pattern 
changes. 

Route  28  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Route  28  at  Middlesex 
Avenue 

Both  the  intersections  of  Route  28  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Route  28  at 
Middlesex  Avenue  operate  under  a  single  traffic-signal  controller.  Under  future 
conditions  both  intersections  are  expected  to  operate  at  or  near  theoretical  capacity. 
During  the  initial  redevelopment  of  the  Assembly  Square  District  both  intersections 
were  reconstructed  with  significant  access  enhancements  and  improved  pedestrian 
accommodations.  Providing  additional  travel  lanes  or  significant  improvements  to 
either  location  do  not  appear  feasible.  Instead,  the  Project  Site  is  being  developed  to 
promote  use  of  alternate  travel  means  (public  transportation,  biking,  and  walking)  to 
help  minimize  the  amount  of  vehicular  traffic  travelling  to  and  from  the  Site,  and 
through  both  of  these  signals.  The  newly  installed  u-turn  signal  at  Mystic  Avenue 
northbound  heading  to  the  Route  1-93  South  on-ramp  also  should  provide  a  new 
option  for  exiting  Project  Site  traffic  which  otherwise  might  need  to  exit  the  Site 
through  these  locations. 

Route  28  at  Mystic  Avenue 

As  noted  earlier,  this  location  is  currently  being  evaluated  as  part  of  a  planned 
MassDOT  improvement  project  for  the  overall  Route  1-93/Route  28/Mystic  Avenue 
interchange.  As  shown  in  Table  3-12,  this  location  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E 
during  the  weekday  morning  peak  hour  under  future  conditions  with  or  without  the 
Project.  While  the  MassDOT  project  largely  will  focus  on  enhancements  for 
pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffic,  the  overall  signal  operation  also  will  be  reviewed  as 
part  of  that  effort,  with  changes  to  the  current  signal  operation  being  a  possibility. 

Route  28  at  Broadway 

As  shown  in  Table  3-12,  this  location  currently  operates  at  LOS  F  during  both  the 
weekday  morning  and  evening  peak  hours,  and  will  continue  to  do  so  under  future 
conditions.  Similarly,  the  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  during  the 
Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  and  LOS  F  under  the  Build  condition.  The  change  from 
LOS  E  to  LOS  F  operations  is  primarily  due  to  the  reported  delay  being  one  second 
below  the  80-second  LOS  E/F  dividing  threshold.  The  reported  six  seconds  of 
additional  delay  under  the  2024  Build  condition  should  not  create  a  perceptible 
difference  in  the  intersection  operation. 
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Route  28  at  Pearl  Street 

As  shown  in  Table  3-12,  this  intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  E  during 
both  the  weekday  morning  and  evening  peak  hours  under  the  2024  No-Build  and 
Build  conditions.  During  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour,  the  intersection  is  expected 
to  maintain  its  current  LOS  C  operations  with  or  without  the  Project.  The  Project  is 
only  expected  to  result  in  one  additional  second  of  delay  at  this  location  during  the 
weekday  evening  peak  hour,  which  will  not  result  in  a  perceptible  impact  in  the 
intersection  operation. 

Mystic  Avenue  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard/Lombardi  Street  and  Broadway  at 
Lombardi  Street 

These  two  intersections  are  part  of  a  four-signal  closed  loop  system  currently 
maintained  by  MassDOT.  The  other  two  signals  in  this  system  are  the  Mystic  Avenue 
northbound  intersection  with  the  Mystic  Avenue/l-93  South  off-ramp,  and  Lombardi 
Street  intersection  with  the  Mystic  Avenue/l-93  South  off-ramp.  As  shown  in 
Table  3-12,  the  Mystic  Avenue  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard/Lombardi  Street 
intersection  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  F  during  the  weekday  evening  peak  hour 
under  the  2024  No-Build  and  Build  conditions.  Likewise,  the  Broadway  at  Lombardi 
Street  intersection  will  operate  at  LOS  E  during  this  same  time  period  under  the 
2024  No-Build  condition,  and  LOS  F  during  the  2024  Build  condition.  To  help 
improve  operating  conditions  at  the  intersections,  the  Proponent  will  be  installing  an 
adaptive  traffic  signal  system.  This  is  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  mitigation 
section  of  this  report. 

Sullivan  Square 

Based  on  the  trip  generation  and  distribution  estimates  presented  earlier,  VHB 
developed  Project  trip  assignment  to  and  from  the  Project  Site  during  the  critical 
peak  hours  studied.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  Project  is  expected  to  generate  an 
additional  37,  38,  and  24  combined  vehicle  trips  passing  through  Sullivan  Square 
either  arriving  or  departing  from  the  Project  Site.  In  the  context  of  the  current 
volumes  travelling  through  Sullivan  Square,  this  increase  (slightly  more  than  one 
vehicle  every  other  minute)  will  not  create  a  significant,  perceptible  impact  on  traffic 
operations.  Based  on  2017  traffic  count  data  provided  by  the  City  of  Boston  for  this 
location,  there  currently  are  4,324  and  4,426  vehicles  entering  Sullivan  Square  during 
the  critical  weekday  morning  (7:00  AM  to  8:00  AM)  and  weekday  evening  (4:00  PM 
to  5:00  PM)  peak  hours.  Accordingly,  the  Proposed  Project  will  be  increasing  traffic 
volumes  at  this  location  by  less  than  one-percent  during  both  peak  hours. 

As  noted  earlier,  the  current  ongoing  design  of  the  Sullivan  Square  reconstruction 
has  utilized  future  conditions  traffic  volume  estimates  considering  traffic  generated 
by  multiple  nearby  development  projects,  including  an  earlier  version  of  the 
Proposed  Project.  A  shown  in  Table  3-3  earlier  in  this  section,  the  size  of  the  Project 
has  decreased  since  that  prior  evaluation  so  there  should  be  corresponding 
reductions  in  traffic  generation  and  any  potential  associated  impacts.  Unsignalized 
Intersection  Capacity  Analysis 
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Capacity  analyses  conducted  by  VHB  for  the  signalized  intersections  are  summarized 
in  Table  3-13.  The  capacity  analyses  were  conducted  for  the  2017  Existing,  2024  No- 
Build,  and  2024  Build  conditions. 
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Table  3-13  Unsignalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

D  a  v/c  b  Del c  LOS  d  95  Q  e  | 

D  v/c  Del  LOS  95  Q 

D  v/c  Del  LOS  95  Q 

Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 


Weekday  Morning 

SB  R 

20 

0.05 

10 

A 

5 

165 

0.25 

12 

B 

25 

175 

0.30 

13 

B 

33 

Weekday  Evening 

SB  R 

45 

0.11 

12 

B 

10 

440 

0.90 

47 

E 

263 

470 

1.03 

77 

F 

370 

Saturday  Midday 

SB  R 

75 

0.13 

11 

B 

10 

290 

0.50 

16 

C 

70 

305 

0.56 

18 

C 

85 

Foley  Street  at  Site  Driveway  (Block  21  Driveway) f 

Weekday  Morning 

WB  L 

30 

0.04 

9 

A 

3 

30 

0.03 

9 

A 

3 

25 

0.03 

9 

A 

3 

NB  L7R 

25 

0.08 

13 

B 

8 

25 

0.07 

15 

B 

5 

15 

0.03 

13 

B 

3 

Weekday  Evening 

WB  L 

30 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

30 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

15 

0.01 

8 

A 

0 

NB  L/R 

135 

0.30 

13 

B 

30 

145 

0.33 

16 

C 

35 

100 

0.16 

11 

B 

15 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  L 

25 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

25 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

15 

0.02 

9 

A 

0 

NB  L7R 

70 

0.19 

13 

B 

18 

75 

0.17 

14 

B 

15 

40 

0.08 

12 

B 

8 

Foley  Street  at  K-Mart  Driveway  /  Driveway  (Road  K)  9 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  L 

15 

0.01 

8 

A 

0 

15 

0.01 

8 

A 

0 

15 

0.01 

8 

A 

0 

WB  L 

ne9 

- 

0 

A 

0 

. neg 

- 

0 

A 

0 

25 

0.03 

9 

A 

3 

NB  L/T/R 

1 

0.01 

13 

B 

0 

25 

0.07 

15 

B 

5 

75 

0.24 

19 

C 

23 

SB  L/T 

16 

0.05 

13 

B 

3 

15 

0.05 

15 

C 

3 

15 

0.06 

17 

C 

5 

SB  R 

35 

0.05 

9 

A 

5 

40 

0.05 

9 

A 

5 

40 

0.05 

9 

A 

5 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

95 

0.08 

8 

A 

8 

100 

0.11 

9 

A 

10 

100 

0.11 

9 

A 

10 

WB  L 

1 

0.00 

8 

A 

0 

1 

0.00 

8 

A 

0 

20 

0.02 

8 

A 

3 

NB  L/T/R 

5 

0.02 

13 

B 

3 

85 

0.34 

24 

C 

35 

275 

1.13 

>120 

F 

325 

SB  L/T 

30 

0.10 

16 

C 

8 

30 

0.16 

26 

D 

15 

30 

0.21 

34 

D 

20 

SB  R 

65 

0.08 

10 

A 

8 

70 

0.11 

11 

B 

10 

70 

0.11 

11 

B 

10 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

140 

0.14 

8 

A 

13 

150 

0.14 

9 

A 

13 

150 

0.14 

9 

A 

13 

WB  L 

ne9 

- 

0 

A 

0 

neg 

- 

0 

A 

0 

15 

0.01 

8 

A 

0 

NB  L/T/R 

4 

0.03 

20 

C 

3 

35 

0.19 

26 

D 

18 

125 

0.58 

39 

E 

83 

SB  L/T 

50 

0.25 

25 

C 

23 

55 

0.33 

34 

D 

33 

55 

0.38 

41 

E 

40 

SB  R 

75 

0.11 

10 

A 

10 

80 

0.12 

10 

B 

10 

80 

0.12 

10 

B 

10 

a  Demand,  in  vehicles 

b  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

c  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
d  Level-of-service. 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

f  Northbound  approach  becomes  Block  21  Driveway  in  2024  Build  conditions, 

g  Northbound  approach  becomes  Road  K  in  2024  Build  conditions. 
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Table  3-13  Unsignalized  Intersection  Capacity  Analysis  (continued) 


Location  / 

2017  Existing  Conditions 

2024  No-Build  Conditions 

2024  Build  Conditions 

Movement 

D  a  v/c  b  Del c  LOS  d  95  Q  e  1 

D  v/c  Del  LOS  95  Q  j 

D  v/c  Del  LOS  95  Q 

Revolution  Drive  at  Site  Driveway  (Road  K) f  /  Home  Depot  Driveway 


Weekday  Morning 

EB  L 

50 

0.04 

8 

A 

3 

55 

0.04 

8 

A 

3 

80 

0.06 

8 

A 

5 

WB  L 

40 

0.03 

7 

A 

3 

45 

0.03 

7 

A 

3 

45 

0.03 

7 

A 

3 

NB  L/T/R 

75 

0.15 

12 

B 

13 

80 

0.17 

14 

B 

15 

80 

0.20 

15 

C 

18 

SB  L/T/R 

95 

0.17 

12 

B 

15 

100 

0.21 

14 

B 

20 

125 

0.26 

14 

B 

25 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  L 

80 

0.07 

8 

A 

5 

85 

0.09 

9 

A 

8 

100 

0.11 

9 

A 

10 

WB  L 

40 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

45 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

45 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

NB  L/T/R 

80 

0.24 

17 

C 

23 

85 

0.35 

26 

D 

38 

85 

0.47 

39 

E 

58 

SB  L/T/R 

140 

0.40 

17 

C 

48 

150 

0.54 

30 

D 

75 

245 

iijin'fci  i  jmjiri  mrinjirniurlnll 

0.76 

42 

E 

150 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  L 

40 

0.03 

8 

A 

3 

45 

0.04 

8 

A 

3 

60 

0.05 

8 

A 

3 

WB  L 

90 

0.09 

8 

A 

8 

95 

0.08 

8 

A 

5 

95 

0.08 

8 

A 

5 

NB  L/T/R 

160 

0.47 

20 

C 

60 

170 

0.47 

22 

C 

63 

170 

0.53 

27 

D 

75 

SB  L/T/R 

100 

0.28 

16 

C 

28 

105 

0.29 

18 

C 

30 

140 

0.35 

18 

C 

40 

Middlesex  Avenue  at  Block  21  /  Block  25  Driveway 

Weekday  Morning 

WB  R 

30 

0.04 

9 

A 

3 

Weekday  Evening 

WB  R 

Intersection  Does  Not  Exist  under  20  7  7 
Existing  Conditions 

Intersection  Does  Not  Exist  under  2024 
No-Build  Conditions 

100 

0.15 

11 

B 

13 

Saturday  Midday 

WB  R 

40 

0.05 

10 

A 

5 

Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Road  L 

Weekday  Morning 

EB  R 

10 

0.03 

14 

B 

3 

Weekday  Evening 

EB  R 

Intersection  Does  Not  Exist  under  20  7  7 
Existing  Conditions 

Intersection  Does  Not  Exist  under  2024 
No- Build  Conditions 

15 

0.02 

10 

B 

3 

Saturday  Midday 

EB  R 

10 

0.02 

10 

B 

0 

a  Demand,  in  vehicles 

b  Volume  to  capacity  ratio, 

c  Average  total  delay,  in  seconds  per  vehicle, 
d  Level-of-service. 

e  95th  percentile  queue,  in  feet. 

f  Southbound  approach  becomes  Road  K  in  2024  Build  conditions. 

As  shown  in  Table  3-13,  the  majority  of  the  Study  area  intersections  currently 
operate  acceptably,  and  are  expected  to  continue  to  do  so  under  future  conditions. 
The  analysis  indicates  that  exiting  traffic  onto  Foley  Street  from  the  newly  created 
Road  K  will  operate  at  LOS  F  under  the  2024  Build  condition.  However,  the  analysis 
does  not  reflect  gaps  that  will  continue  to  be  created  on  this  roadway  segment  by 
the  nearby  Foley  Street  signals  at  Middlesex  Avenue  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard. 
With  the  creation  of  these  gaps,  which  currently  also  benefit  exiting  traffic  from  the 
opposing  K-Mart  driveway,  operations  should  be  better  than  reflected  by  the 
analysis  results.  In  the  event  that  motorists  find  the  exiting  delays  excessive,  they  will 
have  multiple  other  options  for  exiting  the  Site.  For  instance,  traffic  wishing  to  turn 
left  from  Road  K  onto  Foley  Street  instead  could  turn  right  from  the  garage  onto 
Middlesex  Avenue  to  reach  the  same  point.  Traffic  turning  right  from  Road  K  onto 
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Foley  Street  should  experience  lesser  delays  as  that  movement  is  only  opposed  by 
eastbound  Foley  Street  traffic.  Regardless,  with  driveways  also  proposed  on  Grand 
Union  Boulevard  and  Revolution  Drive,  the  Site  plan  has  inherent  flexibility  to 
accommodate  traffic  at  multiple  access/egress  points  which  should  help  to  prevent 
any  one  driveway  from  being  overburdened. 


3.1 1  Transit  Capacity  Analysis 

The  Project  Site  is  well  served  by  public  transportation  and  benefits  from  adjacent 
MBTA  Orange  Line  service  as  well  as  multiple  local  and  commuter  MBTA  bus  routes 
that  operate  within  one-quarter  mile  of  the  Project  Site.  These  services  are  illustrated 
in  Figure  3.15,  and  their  service  and  operational  characteristics  are  described  in 
further  detail  below. 

This  section  examines  each  of  these  transit  routes,  both  under  existing  and  future 
conditions.  The  following  section  describes  the  methodology  used  to  analyze  the 
Project  impact  on  the  transit  routes  that  serve  the  area,  using  both  a  line  haul 
analysis  to  consider  impacts  along  the  full  length  of  the  route,  and  a  station-level 
analysis  to  consider  impacts  at  Assembly  Station,  located  less  than  1000  feet  east  of 
the  Project  Site.  The  remaining  sections  present  the  results  of  this  analysis. 

3.1 1 .1  Summary  of  Findings 

This  section  describes  the  methodology  and  assumptions  used  to  estimate  the  level 
of  passenger  crowding  on  transit  routes  serving  the  area  and  the  pedestrian  LOS  for 
the  different  elements  of  public  circulation  at  Assembly  Station.  The  analysis  uses  a 
spreadsheet  model  to  estimate  each,  with  the  approach  further  defined  in  Section 
3.12.  The  findings  of  this  analysis  can  be  summarized  as  follows: 

>  Existing  Conditions: 

o  The  Orange  Line  has  demand  below  capacity  for  all  30-minute 
periods  in  both  directions,  with  the  exception  of  one  30-minute 
period  just  after  the  morning  peak  period  in  the  southbound 
direction  and  one  30-minute  period  just  after  the  evening  peak 
period  in  the  northbound  direction.9  This  exceedance  is  due  to  the 
reduction  in  policy  capacity  provided  outside  of  the  peak  periods, 
which  is  a  result  of  the  MBTA's  Service  Delivery  Policy  (the  Policy)10 
dictating  a  reduced  acceptable  maximum  passenger  load  per 
vehicle  during  off-peak  times  as  well  as  reduced  service  frequency 
provided. 

o  All  trips  on  Study  area  bus  routes  have  average  weekday  maximum 
loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy  capacities  on  these  trips. 


9  Based  on  MBTA  Orange  Line  ridership  data  from  Fall  2016. 

10  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 


Transportation 

3-62 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


o  Based  on  the  station  analysis,  the  estimated  demand  under  existing 
conditions  could  clear  the  most  constrained  locations  in  an 
adequate  amount  of  time  (before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition, 
the  platform  area  operates  at  a  LOS  A,  providing  adequate  space  for 
the  estimated  demand. 

>  2024  No-Build  Conditions: 

o  Compared  to  existing  conditions,  projected  demand  during  one 
additional  30-minute  period  exceeds  capacity,  just  after  the 
morning  peak  period  in  the  southbound  direction.  This  exceedance 
is  due  to  the  reduction  in  policy  capacity  provided  outside  of  the 
peak  periods,  which  is  a  result  of  the  MBTA's  Policy11  dictating  a 
reduced  acceptable  maximum  passenger  load  per  vehicle  during 
off-peak  times  as  well  as  reduced  service  frequency  provided. 

o  All  trips  on  Study  area  bus  routes  are  projected  to  maintain  average 
weekday  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy 
capacities  on  these  trips. 

o  Based  on  the  station  analysis,  the  estimated  2024  No-Build  demand 
could  clear  the  most  constrained  locations  in  an  adequate  amount 
of  time  (before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition,  the  platform  area 
is  projected  to  continue  to  operate  at  a  LOS  A,  providing  adequate 
space  for  the  estimated  demand. 

>  2024  Build  Conditions: 

o  Compared  to  2024  No-Build  conditions,  demand  during  one 
additional  30-minute  period  would  exceed  capacity,  just  after  the 
evening  peak  period  in  the  northbound  direction.  This  exceedance 
is  due  to  the  reduction  in  policy  capacity  provided  outside  of  the 
peak  periods,  which  is  a  result  of  the  MBTA's  Policy12  dictating  a 
reduced  acceptable  maximum  passenger  load  per  vehicle  during 
off-peak  times  as  well  as  reduced  service  frequency  provided.  The 
Project  impact  during  this  30-minute  period  is  nominal,  as  described 
in  Section  3.15.1. 

o  All  trips  on  Study  area  bus  routes  are  projected  to  maintain  average 
weekday  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy 
capacities  on  these  trips. 

o  Based  on  the  station  analysis,  the  estimated  2024  Build  demand 
could  clear  the  most  constrained  locations  in  an  adequate  amount 
of  time  (before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition,  the  platform  area 
is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  B,  providing  adequate  space  for  the 
estimated  demand. 


11  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 

12  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 
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3.12  Transit  Capacity  Analysis  Methodology 

This  analysis  considers  Project  impacts  on  the  transit  routes  that  serve  the  area  using 
both  a  line  haul  and  station-level  approach.  The  line  haul  analysis  examines 
passenger  loading  on  the  Orange  Line  and  area  bus  routes  to  assess  the  impact  of 
Project  trips  on  passenger  crowding  and  comfort,  throughout  the  full  extent  of  each 
route.  The  station-level  analysis  identifies  major  constraints  to  passenger  circulation 
within  Assembly  Station  and  considers  how  the  projected  increase  in  Orange  Line 
ridership  would  impact  the  pedestrian  LOS  at  the  station. 

3.12.1  Line  Haul 

The  MBTA's  Service  Delivery  Policy  (the  "Policy")13  provides  that  its  purpose  is  to  "set 
how  the  MBTA  evaluates  service  quality  and  allocates  transit  service  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  Massachusetts  Bay  region,"  which  is  consistent  with  the  MBTA's 
enabling  legislation  and  other  external  mandates.  Vehicle  load  standards,  as  detailed 
in  the  Policy,  define  the  levels  of  crowding  that  are  acceptable  by  mode  and  period. 
The  absolute  maximum  number  of  passengers  that  can  fit  onto  a  transit  vehicle  (also 
referred  to  by  the  MBTA  as  "crush  capacity")  is  greater  than  the  vehicle  load 
standards  dictated  by  the  MBTA's  Policy.  This  DEIR  analyzes  the  Project's  impact  on 
passenger  comfort  on  the  Orange  Line  and  these  bus  routes,  according  to  the 
methodology  defined  below. 

MBTA  Orange  Line  Services 

The  Orange  Line  line-haul  analysis  compares  estimated  ridership  to  the  MBTA's 
Policy  capacity,  for  each  30-minute  period  across  the  day. 

To  develop  the  capacity  for  each  30-minute  period,  the  analysis  first  develops  a 
per-train  passenger  capacity  using  the  vehicle  load  standard  dictated  by  the  MBTA's 
Policy,  applied  for  the  six-car  trainsets  operated  by  the  MBTA.14  This  per-train 
capacity  is  then  expanded  to  the  30-minute  period  level  based  on  the  MBTA  Orange 
Line  frequency  provided  during  the  period. 

The  analysis  examines  the  peak  load  point  in  each  direction,  based  on  existing 
conditions  data.  At  the  maximum  load  points,  the  analysis  uses  MBTA  Orange  Line 
ridership  data  from  Fall  201 6  to  compare  ridership  to  policy  capacity  for  each 
30-minute  period  throughout  an  average  weekday. 

To  estimate  the  growth  in  background  ridership  between  existing  conditions  and  the 
future  2024  No-Build  conditions,  an  estimated  average  annual  growth  rate  was 
applied.  The  growth  rate  was  based  on  system-wide  MBTA  growth  projections  for 
rapid  transit  prepared  by  the  Central  Transportation  Planning  Staff  (CTPS)  for  the 
Boston  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization's  Long-Range  Transportation  Plan, 


13  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 

14  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 
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Charting  Progress  to  2040.  Based  on  the  Charting  Progress  to  2040  analysis,  a  0.89 
percent  annual  increase  in  rapid  transit  ridership  is  projected  system  wide. 

In  addition  to  the  projected  annual  growth,  the  2024  No-Build  includes  additional 
Orange  Line  trips  associated  with  the  site-specific  No-Build  projects  identified  in 
Section  3.7.1: 

>  For  Assembly  Edge,  the  2017  PUD-PMP15  identified  projected  modal  splits 
and  trip  generation  rates  associated  with  the  site  for  the  weekday  AM  Peak 
Hour,  weekday  PM  Peak  Hour,  and  daily  weekday  ridership.  The  projected 
transit  trips  associated  with  Assembly's  Edge  were  distributed  to  30-minute 
periods  based  on  existing  conditions  using  a  methodology  consistent  with 
the  5  Middlesex  Ave  Project  2024  Build  methodology  described  below. 

>  For  Assembly  Row,  the  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn  Functional  Design  Report16 
identified  projected  modal  splits  and  trip  generation  rates  associated  with 
the  weekday  AM  Peak  Hour,  weekday  PM  Peak  Hour,  and  daily  weekday 
ridership.  The  remaining  Assembly  Row  development  to  occur  was  updated 
based  on  the  occupied  building  space  as  of  the  time  of  the  traffic  data 
collection  for  this  Study.  The  remaining  projected  transit  trips  associated 
with  Assembly  Row  were  distributed  to  30-minute  periods  based  on  existing 
conditions  using  a  methodology  consistent  with  the  Project  2024  Build 
methodology  described  below. 

>  For  the  Wynn  Casino  Project,  the  201 5  Second  Supplemental  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report17  identified  the  projected  weekday,  hourly, 
directional  core  area  ridership  for  both  the  No-Build  and  Build  conditions. 
This  analysis  considered  the  difference  between  the  No-Build  and  Build 
conditions  as  the  ridership  attributable  to  the  site.  These  trips  were  assumed 
to  be  distributed  evenly  to  30-minute  periods  within  each  hour.  The  Project 
also  filed  a  Notice  of  Project  Change,18  which  noted  a  reduction  in  projected 
Orange  Line  usage  but  does  not  provide  updated  hourly  projections,  so  this 
analysis  uses  the  higher  projected  ridership  identified  in  the  SSFEIR. 

To  analyze  the  Orange  Line's  demand  for  the  2024  No-Build  condition,  the  highest 
projected  passenger  loading  volumes  were  studied  for  the  maximum  load  points 
identified  in  the  existing  conditions  analysis.  The  analysis  compares  this  projected 
demand  to  the  projected  capacity  for  2024,  using  a  similar  methodology  to  the 
existing  conditions  analysis  but  with  inputs  specific  to  2024. 

The  analysis  of  2024  Build  Orange  Line  conditions  used  a  similar  methodology  to 
compare  projected  capacity  to  demand  at  the  maximum  load  points  identified  in  the 
existing  conditions  analysis.  The  2024  Build  ridership  demand  adds  Project- 


15  845  Riverview,  LLC.  Assembly's  Edge,  Planned  Unit  Development  Preliminary  Master  Plan,  October  20,  2017. 

16  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn  -  Functional  Design  Report:  VHB,  Watertown,  Massachusetts  (November  23,  2015).  The  remaining  Assembly 

Row  development  to  occur  has  been  updated  based  on  occupied  building  space  as  of  the  time  of  the  traffic  data  collection  for 
this  study. 

17  Wynn  MA,  LLC,  Wynn  Resort  in  Everett,  Second  Supplemental  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  July  1 5,  201 5  (EOEEA  #1 5060). 

18  Wynn  MA,  LLC,  Wynn  Boston  Harbor:  Notice  of  Project  Change,  February  28,  2017  (EOEEA  #15060). 
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generated  Orange  Line  ridership  to  the  2024  No-Build  ridership.  To  develop  Project¬ 
generated  Orange  Line  ridership,  projected  daily  transit  demands  were  distributed  to 
30-minute  time  periods  and  assigned  to  the  Orange  Line's  northbound  and 
southbound  directions  based  on  existing  ridership  trends  at  Assembly  Station  and 
area  bus  stops.  For  example,  existing  temporal  and  directional  trends  for  Orange 
Line  boardings  at  Assembly  Station,  which  are  slightly  heavier  in  evening  hours,  were 
used  to  develop  estimated  distributions  for  net  new  Orange  Line  boardings  resulting 
from  the  Project,  which  would  also  occur  at  a  slightly  greater  rate  during  the  evening 
due  to  the  proposed  office  uses  at  the  Project  Site.  To  conservatively  estimate  peak 
hour  loading,  the  analysis  assumed  the  maximum  of  either  the  projected  Project¬ 
generated  peak  hour  trips  based  on  ITE  trip  rates,  or  the  projected  Project-generated 
daily  trips  based  on  ITE  trip  rates  distributed  to  the  peak  hour  using  the  existing 
conditions  distributions.  Table  3-14  illustrates  the  distribution  of  daily  transit  trips 
across  the  different  MBTA  routes  that  operate  within  one-quarter  mile  of  the  Project 
Site.  These  trips  are  further  distributed  within  the  analysis  to  30-minute  periods. 


Table  3-14  Existing  Daily  Transit  Trip  Distribution  by  Route 


Route/Direction 

Boardings  (%) 

Alightings  (%) 

Orange  Line 

97.7% 

97.3% 

Inbound  (Southbound) 

81.9% 

13.5% 

Outbound  (Northbound) 

1 5.8% 

83.8% 

Route  90 

1.4% 

1.7% 

Inbound 

0.3% 

1.6% 

Outbound 

1.1% 

0.2% 

Route  92 

0.5% 

0.6% 

Inbound 

0.5% 

0.0% 

Outbound 

0.0% 

0.6% 

Route  95 

0.4% 

0.4% 

Inbound 

0.2% 

0.3% 

Outbound 

0.2% 

0.1% 

1  Sources:  MBTA  Bus  ridership  Data,  Fall  2017;  MBTA,  Orange  Line  ridership  data,  Fall  2016. 

2  Note:  Directional  subtotals  may  not  sum  to  route  subtotals  due  to  rounding.  Route  subtotals  may  not 
sum  to  100%  due  to  rounding. 

3  Note:  Trip  Assignments  are  rounded  up  to  the  nearest  person  within  each  half  hour  period,  resulting  in 
total  boardings  and  alightings  greater  than  the  projected  trip  generation  values. 

For  a  conservative  Project  analysis,  all  demand  projected  to  arrive  to  the  Project  Site 
via  the  Orange  Line  northbound  or  depart  from  the  Project  Site  via  the  Orange  Line 
southbound  was  assumed  to  travel  through  the  maximum  load  point  of  the  line. 
Some  of  these  transit  trips,  however,  will  begin  or  end  at  locations  that  will  not 
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impact  the  critical  link.  For  purposes  of  the  Project  analysis,  these  more  conservative 
assumptions  were  used  to  evaluate  2024  Build  conditions. 

Using  this  methodology,  the  analysis  considered  whether  the  Orange  Line  is 
projected  to  operate  within  its  policy  capacity  during  the  weekday  peak  periods.  The 
analysis  also  examined  if  the  Project  would  result  in  any  new  time  periods  exceeding 
policy  capacity  under  2024  Build  conditions  that  would  not  exceed  policy  capacity 
under  2024  No-Build  Conditions. 

MBTA  Bus  Services 

A  similar  approach  compares  capacity  to  demand  for  each  of  the  bus  routes 
identified  to  serve  the  Project  Site  (MBTA  Routes  90,  92,  and  95). 

For  each  route,  the  analysis  first  develops  a  per-bus  passenger  capacity  using  the 
vehicle  load  standard  dictated  by  the  MBTA's  Policy.19  The  Policy  provides  vehicle 
load  standards  and  maximum  passenger  load-to-seat  ratios  during  peak  and 
off-peak  periods.20  The  buses  operating  on  the  routes  serving  the  Project  Site  have 
a  seated  capacity  of  approximately  38  passengers.21  Utilizing  the  vehicle  load 
standard  dictated  by  MBTA  Policy,  the  policy  capacity  of  each  38-seat  bus  is  53 
passengers  during  the  peak  periods  and  47  passengers  during  the  off-peak 
periods.22 

The  analysis  then  examines  the  maximum  passenger  load  for  each  trip,  based  on 
existing  conditions  data.  For  this  analysis,  the  MBTA  provided  Fall  2017  weekday  bus 
loading  data  for  the  bus  routes  that  operate  within  one-quarter  mile  of  the  Project 
Site.23  The  analysis  compares  the  maximum  loads  to  policy  capacity  for  each  trip 
throughout  an  average  weekday. 

To  estimate  the  growth  in  background  ridership  between  existing  conditions  and  the 
future  2024  No-Build  conditions,  an  estimated  average  annual  growth  rate  was 
applied.  The  growth  rate  was  based  on  system-wide  MBTA  growth  projections  for 
local  buses  prepared  by  CTPS  for  the  Boston  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization's 
Long-Range  Transportation  Plan,  Charting  Progress  to  2040.  Based  on  the  Charting 
Progress  to  2040  analysis,  a  0.68  percent  annual  increase  in  local  bus  ridership  is 
projected  system  wide. 


19  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 

20  The  Policy  does  not  define  which  periods  are  considered  peak  and  off-peak.  Vehicle  load  standards  for  Light  Rail,  Heavy  Rail,  and 

Silver  Line  Waterfront  group  provide  the  highest  policy  capacities  for  Early  AM,  AM  Peak,  Midday  School,  and  PM  Peak  periods; 
for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  "peak"  is  assumed  to  reflect  these  four  periods. 

21  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017.  Although  the  buses  used  on  the  routes  serving  the 

Project  Site  have  a  range  of  37-39  seats,  the  analysis  assumes  that  all  buses  on  the  route  have  38  seats  based  on  coordination 
with  the  MBTA. 

22  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017.  As  noted  above,  buses  used  on  the  routes  serving  the 

Project  Site  have  a  range  of  37-39  seats,  but  the  analysis  assumes  that  all  buses  on  the  route  have  38  seats  based  on 
coordination  with  the  MBTA.  The  analysis  therefore  uses  policy  capacities  associated  with  a  38-seat  bus.  Actual  off-peak 
capacities  would  range  from  52-55  passengers  per  bus  during  peak  periods  and  46-48  passengers  per  bus  during  off-peak 
periods. 

23  The  analysis  limits  this  data  to  September-November  and  excludes  Labor  Day,  Columbus  Day,  and  Thanksgiving  week. 


Transportation 

3-67 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


To  analyze  the  Study  area  bus  route  demand  and  capacity  for  the  2024  No-Build 
condition,  the  annual  growth  increase  was  applied  to  all  maximum  passenger  loads 
in  the  Fall  2017  MBTA  bus  loading  data.  The  analysis  then  compares  the  2024 
No-Build  loads  to  policy  capacity  for  each  trip  throughout  an  average  weekday. 

In  addition  to  the  projected  annual  growth,  the  2024  No-Build  includes  additional 
bus  trips  associated  with  Assembly  Edge  and  the  remaining  development  of 
Assembly  Row.  The  projected  transit  trips  associated  with  these  sites  were 
distributed  to  buses  using  a  methodology  consistent  with  the  5  Middlesex  Ave 
Project  2024  Build  methodology  described  in  the  following  paragraph.  Based  on  its 
location,  Wynn  Casino  Project  transit  trips  were  assumed  to  exclusively  use  the 
Orange  Line  so  were  not  included  as  site-specific  growth  in  the  bus  No-Build. 

The  analysis  of  2024  Build  bus  conditions  adds  Project-generated  bus  ridership  to 
the  2024  No-Build  projected  ridership.  To  develop  Project-generated  bus  ridership, 
projected  daily  transit  demands  were  distributed  to  30-minute  time  periods  and 
assigned  to  each  bus  route  and  direction  based  on  existing  ridership  trends  at 
Assembly  Station  and  area  bus  stops,  as  noted  above.  Table  3-14  illustrates  the 
distribution  of  daily  transit  trips,  based  on  this  approach.  For  each  bus  route,  these 
trips  are  further  distributed  to  specific  trips  within  each  half  hour  based  on  existing 
conditions. 

The  analysis  adds  the  projected  Project-generated  trips  to  the  2024  No-Build  loads 
built  from  the  Fall  2017  MBTA  bus  loading  data.  The  analysis  assumes  that  all 
Project-generated  trips  will  travel  through  the  peak  load  point.  The  analysis  then 
compares  the  2024  Build  loads  to  policy  capacity  for  each  trip  throughout  an 
average  weekday. 

3.12.2  Assembly  Station  Analysis 

The  Project  Site  is  served  by  the  Orange  Line  via  Assembly  Station.  Several  metrics 
were  established  to  estimate  station  effectiveness  in  accommodating  ridership,  and 
to  provide  a  basis  of  comparison  among  existing  conditions  and  future  conditions. 
The  analysis  focused  on  five  main  station  elements:  platforms,  walkways,  vertical 
circulation,  faregates,  and  doorways. 

For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  Fruin  Levels  of  Service  LOS24  have  been  used  to 
benchmark  the  practical  capacity  of  the  station  elements.  LOS  C  is  typically 
considered  an  average  design  standard  for  the  peak  15-minute  period  in  train 
stations,  with  small  periods  of  LOS  D  being  acceptable.  Table  3-15  defines  the  Fruin 
LOS. 


24  Fruin,  John  J.  Pedestrian  Planning  and  Design.  1987. 
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Table  3-15  Fruin  Level  of  Service  Definition 


Level  of  Service  Description 


Excellent 

Good 

Average 

Acceptable 

Poor 

Very  Poor 


Walking  speeds  freely  selected;  conflicts  with  other  pedestrians 
unlikely. 

Walking  speeds  freely  selected;  pedestrians  respond  to  presence 
of  others. 

c  Walking  speeds  freely  selected;  passing  is  possible  in  unidirectional 
streams;  minor  conflicts  for  reverse  or  cross  movement. 

D  Freedom  to  select  walking  speed  and  pass  others  is  restricted;  high 
probability  of  conflicts  for  reverse  or  cross  movements. 

Walking  speeds  and  passing  ability  are  restricted  for  all 
E  pedestrians;  forward  movement  is  possible  only  by  shuffling; 
reverse  or  cross  movements  are  possible  only  with  extreme 
difficulty;  volumes  approach  limit  of  walking  capacity 

Walking  speeds  are  severely  restricted;  frequent,  unavoidable 
F  contact  with  others;  reverse  or  cross  movements  are  virtually 
impossible;  flow  is  sporadic  and  unstable. 


1  Source:  TCRP,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of  Service  Manual,  3rd  Edition,  201 3. 

The  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of  Service  Manual25  provides  guidance  for 
estimating  station  infrastructure  capacity,  with  calculations  associated  with  each  of 
the  elements  noted  above.  The  analysis  compares  these  infrastructure  constraints  to 
the  passengers  boarding  and  alighting  at  Assembly  Station. 

For  existing  conditions,  the  analysis  used  the  15-minute  period  in  which  the 
maximum  number  of  passengers  boarded  or  alighted  at  Assembly  Station,  based  on 
the  MBTA  Orange  Line  ridership  data  from  Fall  2016.  As  with  the  line  haul  analysis 
described  earlier  in  this  section,  the  future  2024  No-Build  conditions  applied  an 
estimated  average  annual  growth  rate  of  0.89  percent  and  included  estimated  trips 
generated  by  the  Site-specific  projects  assumed  under  No-Build  conditions.  As  with 
the  line  haul  analysis,  the  2024  Build  conditions  further  added  Project-generated 
Orange  Line  ridership  boarding  or  alighting  at  Assembly  Station,  identified  in  Table 
3-14.  For  both  the  No-Build  2024  and  Build  2024  conditions,  the  number  of  Orange 
Line  trips  were  estimated  for  the  peak  30-minute  period,  then  reduced  to  a  peak  1 5- 
minute  period  using  a  factor  based  on  existing  conditions. 

To  further  understand  station  capacity,  the  analysis  developed  a  trip-level  demand 
using  the  peak  15-minute  ridership  and  the  peak  service  frequency.  The  analysis 
further  assumes  that  the  maximum  demand  includes  a  service  disruption  equivalent 
to  one  dropped  trip.  This  demand  is  compared  to  the  capacity  of  each  of  the  five 
main  station  elements,  as  described  in  the  following  subsections.  The  analysis  further 
distributes  the  demand  to  each  of  the  two  entrances  at  Assembly  Station, 
proportional  to  the  widths  of  the  stairs  providing  access  to/egress  from  the 


25  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 
Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 
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platform,  based  on  the  assumption  that  the  passenger  flow  using  each  stair 
corresponds  to  these  widths. 

Platform 

Assembly  Station  has  a  center-island  platform.  The  analysis  projected  the  peak 
number  of  passengers  queuing  on  the  platform  (to  board  the  train)  and  the  peak 
number  of  passengers  walking  along  the  platform  (after  alighting  the  train)  using 
the  assumptions  identified  above  (including  a  service  disruption),  to  identify  the 
minimum  platform  space  required.  The  minimum  area  per  person  required  for  each 
Level  of  Service  is  identified  in  the  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of  Service  Manual 
("TCQSM")26  and  displayed  in  Table  3-16.  Each  of  these  areas  were  calculated  for  the 
projected  platform  loads,  and  compared  to  the  effective  platform  area  available.  To 
calculate  the  effective  width  of  the  platform,  a  standard  1.5  feet  was  deducted  from 
either  side  thereby  reducing  the  total  platform  width  by  three  feet,  with  additional 
deductions  taken  around  other  obstructions.27 


Table  3-16  Minimum  Platform  Area  per  Person  Required  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Platform  Area  Use 

LOS  A 

LOS  B 

LOSC 

LOS  D 

Queueing  Space 

13 

10 

7 

3 

Walking  Space 

35 

25 

15 

10 

1  Source:  TCRP,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of  Service  Manual,  3rd  Edition,  201 3. 


Walkways 

The  walkway  analysis  is  based  on  the  methodology  described  in  the  TCQSM.28  The 
analysis  compared  the  peak  ridership  assumption  (assuming  a  service  disruption),  to 
the  expected  flow  associated  with  LOS  C,  defined  in  the  TCQSM  to  be  a  minimum  of 
15  passengers  per  foot  per  minute.  The  minimum  effective  walkway  width  was  used 
to  calculate  the  most  constrained  walkway  flow  in  the  station.  To  calculate  the 
effective  width  of  the  walkway,  a  standard  1.5  feet  was  deducted  from  either  side 
thereby  reducing  the  total  walkway  width  by  three  feet.  The  estimated  time  to  clear 
each  walkway  point  at  a  LOS  C  is  considered  acceptable  where  it  is  less  than  the 
service  frequency. 


26  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 

27  The  methodology  used  to  determine  the  effective  width  available  is  described  in  the  TCQSM.  Studies  have  shown  that  pedestrians 

keep  as  much  as  an  18  inch  buffer  between  themselves  and  adjacent  walls,  street  curbs,  platform  edges,  and  other  obstructions, 
such  as  trash  receptacles,  sign  posts,  and  so  forth.  In  practice,  the  width  of  the  unused  buffer  depends  on  the  character  of  the 
wall  or  obstruction,  the  overall  width  of  the  available  walkway,  and  on  the  level  of  pedestrian  congestion.  In  general,  18  inches 
has  been  deducted  next  to  walls  and  platform  edges  and  12  inches  has  been  deducted  next  to  other  obstructions,  including 
walls  up  to  three  feet  tall. 

28  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 
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Vertical  Circulation 

The  stairway  analysis  is  based  on  the  methodology  described  in  the  TCQSM.29  The 
analysis  compared  the  peak  ridership  assumption  (assuming  a  service  disruption),  to 
the  expected  flow  per  lane  of  traffic.  The  minimum  number  of  lanes  and  minimum 
lane  width  was  used  to  calculate  the  most  constrained  stairway  flow  in  the  station. 
As  suggested  by  the  TCQSM,  the  analysis  assumes  that  the  width  of  each  stairway 
accommodating  the  major-direction  design  flow  is  reduced  by  one  traffic  lane.  To 
calculate  the  effective  width  of  the  remaining  space  reserved  for  the  major-direction 
design  flow,  a  standard  3  inches  was  deducted  from  the  handrail-to-handrail  width 
as  suggested  by  the  TCQSM.  Table  3-17  displays  the  approximate  capacities  of  lane 
widths  to  use  in  the  calculation,  as  identified  in  the  TCQSM.30  The  time  to  clear  each 
stairway  is  considered  acceptable  where  it  is  less  than  the  service  frequency. 


Table  3-17  Minimum  Platform  Area  per  Person  Required  (Sq.  Ft.) 


Lane  Width  (inches) 

Approximate  Capacity  (p/min/lane) 

21-27 

30 

28-30 

38 

31-33 

42 

>34 

Little  or  no  additional  capacity 

1  Source:  TCRP,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of  Service  Manual,  3rd  Edition,  201 3. 


Faregates 

Faregate  capacities  are  determined  based  on  rates  for  similar  faregate  types  outlined 
in  the  TCQSM.31  The  analysis  compared  the  peak  ridership  assumption  (assuming  a 
service  disruption),  to  the  expected  flow  per  faregate.  Some  level  of  non-peak 
direction  demand  will  need  to  be  accommodated.  As  such,  it  is  generally  assumed 
that  a  minimum  of  one  faregate  per  fare  area  is  dedicated  for  the  reverse  flow  of 
passengers.  Faregates  that  serve  boarding  passengers  are  assumed  to  process  25 
passengers  per  minute,  while  faregates  that  serve  exiting  passengers  are  assumed  to 
process  75  passengers  per  minute.32  The  time  to  clear  each  stairway  is  considered 
acceptable  where  it  is  less  than  the  service  frequency. 


29  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 

30  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 

31  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 

32  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 
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Doorways 

The  doorway  analysis  is  based  on  the  methodology  described  in  the  TCQSM.33  The 
analysis  compared  the  peak  ridership  assumption  (assuming  a  service  disruption),  to 
the  expected  flow  associated  with  LOS  C,  defined  in  the  TCQSM  to  be  a  minimum  of 
1 5  passengers  per  foot  per  minute.  The  minimum  effective  doorway  width  was  used 
to  calculate  the  most  constrained  doorway  flow  in  the  station.  To  calculate  the 
effective  width  of  the  doorway,  a  standard  1.5  feet  was  deducted  from  either  side 
thereby  reducing  the  total  doorway  width  by  three  feet.34  The  estimated  time  to 
clear  each  doorway  point  at  a  LOS  C  is  considered  acceptable  where  it  is  less  than 
the  service  frequency. 


3.13  Existing  Conditions  Transit  Analysis 

3.13.1  Services  Provided 

MBTA  Orange  Line  Services 

The  MBTA's  Orange  Line  rapid  transit  service  operates  between  Forest  Hills  Station 
in  Boston  and  Oak  Grove  Station  in  Malden.  The  Orange  Line  connects  with  the 
Blue  Line  at  State  Street  Station,  the  Green  Line  at  North  Station  and  Haymarket 
Station,  the  Red  Line  at  Downtown  Crossing  Station,  and  the  Silver  Line  at 
Downtown  Crossing  Station,  Chinatown  Station,  and  Tufts  Medical  Center  Station. 

On  weekdays,  Orange  Line  service  operates  from  5:16  a.m.  to  12:30  a.m.35  During 
the  peak  periods,  trains  operate  every  six  minutes. 36  During  weekday  off-peak 
periods,  trains  are  scheduled  to  run  every  nine  to  ten  minutes.37 

The  total  Orange  Line  fleet  consists  of  120  vehicles.38  During  peak  service,  96 
vehicles  (16  six-car  trainsets)  are  utilized,  with  additional  trainsets  kept  in  reserve.39 

MBTA  Bus  Services 

The  MBTA  bus  routes  operating  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  Site  are  described 
below: 

>  Route  90  provides  local  bus  service  between  Davis  Square  and 

Wellington  Station  via  Sullivan  Square  Station.  The  route  operates  through  the 

33  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 

34  The  methodology  used  to  determine  the  effective  width  available  is  described  in  the  TCQSM.  Studies  have  shown  that  pedestrians 

keep  as  much  as  an  18  inch  buffer  between  themselves  and  adjacent  walls,  street  curbs,  platform  edges,  and  other  obstructions, 
such  as  trash  receptacles,  sign  posts,  and  so  forth.  In  practice,  the  width  of  the  unused  buffer  depends  on  the  character  of  the 
wall  or  obstruction,  the  overall  width  of  the  available  walkway,  and  on  the  level  of  pedestrian  congestion.  In  general,  18  inches 
has  been  deducted  next  to  walls  and  platform  edges  and  12  inches  has  been  deducted  next  to  other  obstructions,  including 
walls  up  to  three  feet  tall. 

35  MBTA,  Rapid  Transit  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

36  MBTA,  Rapid  Transit  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

37  MBTA,  Rapid  Transit  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

38  MBTA,  "Orange  Line  Customer  Capacity  Update,"  November  7,  2016. 

39  MBTA,  "Orange  Line  Customer  Capacity  Update,"  November  7,  2016. 
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Project  Site,  with  the  nearest  stops  located  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  On 
weekdays,  Route  90  service  operates  from  6:30  a.m.  to  10:25  p.m.40  During  peak 
hours,  bus  service  on  this  route  operates  approximately  every  45  to  50  minutes 
in  each  direction.41 

>  Route  92  provides  service  between  State  Station  on  the  Blue  and  Orange  Lines 
and  Assembly  Square  Mall,  terminating  near  the  Project  Site.  The  nearest  stops 
to  the  Project  Site  are  located  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  During  peak  hours, 
this  route  terminates  at  Sullivan  Station  and  does  not  serve  the  Project  Site. 
Route  92  only  operates  through  the  Project  Site  outside  of  peak  hours,  between 
9:34  a.m.  and  4:00  p.m.,  with  service  approximately  every  35  minutes.42 

>  Route  95  provides  service  between  Sullivan  Square  Station  and  West  Medford. 
The  route  stops  on  Mystic  Avenue  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Project  Site.  On 
weekdays,  Route  95  service  operates  from  4:55  a.m.  to  1:23  a.m.43  During  peak 
hours,  bus  service  on  this  route  operates  approximately  every  25  minutes  in 
each  direction.44 

3.13.2  Line  Haul  Analysis 

MBTA  Orange  Line  Rapid  Transit  Service 

Orange  Line  service  is  operated  with  six-car  trainsets,  with  each  car  having  a  seated 
capacity  of  58  passengers.45  Utilizing  the  vehicle  load  standard  dictated  by  the 
MBTA's  Policy,  the  policy  capacity  of  each  Orange  Line  train  during  the  peak  periods 
is  846  passengers.46  Based  on  the  6-minute  headways  operated  during  the  peak,  the 
Orange  Line  policy  capacity  during  the  busiest  30-minute  period  of  service  is 
approximately  4,230  passengers. 

Ridership  demand  on  the  Orange  Line  is  greatest  during  the  weekday  rush  hours, 
with  the  highest  Orange  Line  Inbound  demand  occurring  between  8:15  a.m.  and 
8:45  a.m.  during  the  AM  Peak,  and  the  highest  Orange  Line  Outbound  demand 
occurring  between  5:00  p.m.  and  5:30  p.m.  during  the  PM  Peak.  The  maximum  load 
point  on  the  Orange  Line  is  located  between  North  Station  and  Haymarket  Station  in 
the  southbound  peak  direction  during  the  AM  Peak  Period  and  between  State 
Station  and  Haymarket  Station  in  the  northbound  peak  direction  during  the  PM 
Peak  Period,  as  illustrated  in  Figure  3.16  and  Figure  3.1 7  47  These  figures  illustrate 


40  MBTA,  Route  90  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

41  MBTA,  Route  90  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

42  MBTA,  Route  92  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

43  MBTA,  Route  95  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017  -  March  31,  2018. 

44  MBTA,  Route  95  Schedule  effective  December  31,  2017-  March  31,  2018. 

45  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 

46  MBTA,  Service  Delivery  Policy,  2017  Update,  Approved  January  23,  2017. 

47  In  the  southbound  direction,  the  peak  load  point  is  between  North  Station  and  Haymarket  Station  in  the  AM  Peak  Period  and 

between  Tufts  Medical  Center  Station  and  Back  Bay  Station  in  the  PM  Peak  Period;  however,  there  is  considerable  reserve 
capacity  in  the  PM  Peak  Period  (over  1,400  passengers)  so  the  analysis  focuses  on  the  segment  between  North  Station  and 
Haymarket  Station.  Similarly,  in  the  northbound  direction,  the  peak  load  point  is  between  Back  Bay  Station  and  Tufts  Medical 
Center  Station  in  the  AM  Peak  Period  and  between  State  Station  and  Haymarket  Station  during  the  PM  Peak  Period;  however, 
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that  the  Orange  Line  currently  operates  within  its  policy  capacity  during  the  weekday 
peaks.48 

The  temporal  distribution  of  demand  at  the  Orange  Line's  maximum  load  points  on 
an  average  weekday  is  illustrated  in  Figure  3.18  and  Figure  3.19,  for  the  Inbound  and 
Outbound  directions,  respectively.  While  the  Orange  Line  operates  within  its  policy 
capacity  during  the  peak  periods,  existing  passenger  volumes  slightly  exceed  policy 
capacity  just  after  the  morning  and  evening  peak  periods.49  This  exceedance  is  due 
to  the  reduction  in  policy  capacity  provided  outside  of  the  peak  periods,  which  is  a 
result  of  MBTA's  Policy  dictating  a  reduced  acceptable  maximum  passenger  load  per 
vehicle  during  off-peak  times  as  well  as  reduced  service  frequency  provided. 

MBTA  Bus  Service 

For  this  analysis,  the  MBTA  provided  Fall  2017  weekday  bus  loading  data  for  Routes 
90,  92,  and  95.50  Figures  3.20  -  3.25  show  maximum  loads  and  policy  capacities  by 
Inbound  and  Outbound  trip  for  Routes  90,  92,  and  95,  respectively.  All  trips  on  Study 
area  bus  routes  have  average  weekday  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's 
policy  capacities  on  these  trips. 

3.13.3  Assembly  Station  Analysis 

The  Project  Site  is  served  by  the  Orange  Line  via  Assembly  Station.  On  a  typical 
weekday  in  Fall  2016,  approximately  199,630  passengers  boarded  the  Orange  Line, 
with  approximately  3,040  passengers  boarding  at  Assembly  Station.51  Currently, 
Assembly  Station  is  the  least  utilized  of  all  the  Orange  Line  stations. 

Assembly  Station  has  two  entrances  providing  access  to  a  center  island  platform. 

The  north  entrance  provides  access  to  the  station  near  the  intersection  of 
Foley  Street  and  Great  River  Road.  From  the  north  entrance,  users  would  pass 
through  a  doorway,  travel  up  a  stairway  (or  escalator  or  elevator)  and  across  a 
pedestrian  bridge  to  enter  the  north  head  house,  and  would  then  pass  through 
faregates  and  travel  down  stairs  (or  escalator  or  elevator)  to  reach  the  platform.  The 
south  entrance  provides  access  to  the  station  near  the  intersection  of  Great  River 
Road  and  Revolution  Drive.  From  the  south  entrance,  users  would  pass  through  a 
doorway,  travel  up  a  stairway  and  across  a  pedestrian  bridge,  and  pass  through 
faregates  to  access  the  south  headhouse.  From  the  south  headhouse,  users  would 
travel  down  stairs  to  reach  the  platform. 

The  TCQSM52  provides  guidance  for  estimating  station  infrastructure  capacity  as 
described  in  Section  3.12.2,  with  calculations  associated  with  each  of  the  constraint 


there  is  considerable  reserve  capacity  in  the  AM  Peak  Period  (over  1,200  passengers)  so  the  analysis  focuses  on  the  segment 
between  State  Station  and  Haymarket  Station. 

48  Based  on  MBTA  Orange  Line  ridership  data  from  Fall  2016. 

49  Based  on  MBTA  Orange  Line  ridership  data  from  Fall  2016. 

50  The  analysis  limits  this  data  to  September-November  and  excludes  Labor  Day,  Columbus  Day,  and  Thanksgiving  week. 

51  Based  on  MBTA  Orange  Line  ridership  data  from  Fall  2016.  Results  rounded  to  nearest  10. 

52  Transportation  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academies,  Transit  Cooperative  Research  Program,  Transit  Capacity  and  Quality  of 

Service  Manual,  Third  Edition,  TCRP  Report  165,  2013. 
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points  noted  above  and  with  the  platform  area.  The  results  of  the  analysis  are 
presented  in  Table  3-18  for  the  most  constrained  location  of  each  type  of  element, 
for  both  the  north  and  south  entrances/egresses.  Clearance  times  of  less  than  the 
scheduled  frequency  of  six  minutes  are  considered  acceptable. 


Table  3-18  Time  to  Clear  Most  Constrained  Locations,  Existing  Conditions 


Element  (Constraint  Point) 

Time  to  Clear 
(Minutes  at  LOS  C) 

Accommodates  Demand 

Faregates  (North  Headhouse) 

0.5 

Yes 

Walkways  (North  Bridge) 

0.3 

Yes 

Doorways  (North  Entrance) 

0.4 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  North) 

0.8 

Yes 

Faregates  (South  Headhouse) 

0.6 

Yes 

Walkways  (South  Bridge) 

0.2 

Yes 

Doorways  (South  Entrance) 

0.5 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  South) 

1.1 

Yes 

Based  on  the  analysis,  the  estimated  demand  under  existing  conditions  could  clear 
the  most  constrained  location  (the  stairway  to  the  South  Headhouse)  in  just  over 
one  minute,  which  is  less  than  the  scheduled  frequency  (i.e.,  all  passengers  could 
clear  each  constraint  point  before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition,  the  platform 
area  operates  at  a  LOS  A,  providing  adequate  space  for  the  estimated  demand. 


3.14  2024  No-Build  Conditions  Transit  Analysis 

3.14.1  Line  Haul  Analysis 

MBTA  Orange  Line  Rapid  Transit  Service 

To  analyze  the  Orange  Line's  demand  and  capacity  for  the  2024  No-Build  condition, 
the  highest  projected  passenger  loading  volumes  between  North  Station  and 
Haymarket  Station  were  studied  in  the  southbound  direction  and  between  State  and 
Haymarket  Stations  in  the  northbound  direction,  consistent  with  the  existing 
conditions  maximum  load  points  presented  in  Section  3.12.1.  The  analysis  further 
assumed  that  Orange  Line  capacity  during  peak  periods  would  increase  due  to 
increased  frequencies,  from  6  minutes  to  4.5  minutes,  associated  with  the  entry  of 
new  vehicles  into  service  beginning  in  2019  and  completed  by  2022.53 


53  MBTA,  "Integrated  Fleet  and  Facilities  Plan  (IFFP),  Part  Two:  Heavy  Rail  -  Red,  Orange,  and  Blue  Lines,"  November  20,  2017.  The 
analysis  assumes  that  the  frequency  increase  will  result  in  a  33%  increase  in  peak  capacity;  meanwhile,  the  MBTA  IFFP  estimates 
that  the  new  cars  and  infrastructure  investments  will  provide  an  opportunity  for  an  increase  in  capacity  up  to  40%. 
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Under  2024  No-Build  conditions,  the  Orange  Line  is  projected  to  operate  within  its 
policy  capacity  during  the  weekday  peaks,  as  illustrated  in  Figures  3.26  and  3.27  for 
the  southbound  and  northbound  directions,  respectively.  Similar  to  existing 
conditions,  2024  No-Build  passenger  volumes  are  projected  to  slightly  exceed  policy 
capacity  just  after  the  peak  periods,  when  service  is  less  frequent  and  when  the 
MBTA's  Policy  dictates  reduced  maximum  passenger  loading  levels  as  compared  to 
during  the  peak. 

MBTA  Bus  Service 

Figures  3.28-3.33  present  maximum  loads  and  policy  capacities  by  Inbound  and 
Outbound  trip  for  Routes  90,  92,  and  95  under  the  2024  No-Build  conditions. 

Similar  to  existing  conditions,  all  trips  on  Study  area  bus  routes  are  projected  to 
have  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy  capacities  on  these  trips. 

3.14.2  Assembly  Station  Analysis 

Under  2024  No-Build  conditions,  daily  platform  activity  is  projected  to  increase  by 
over  200  percent  as  compared  to  existing  conditions.  This  increase  in  platform 
activity  is  well  within  the  capacity  that  can  be  accommodated  by  the  existing 
Assembly  Station.  The  platform  area  is  projected  to  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  A, 
accommodating  the  projected  increased  demand  under  2024  No-Build  conditions. 

The  results  of  the  infrastructure  constraint  analysis  are  presented  in  Table  3-19  for 
the  most  constrained  location  of  each  type  of  element  for  both  the  north  and  south 
entrances/egresses.  Clearance  times  of  less  than  the  scheduled  frequency  of 
4.5  minutes  are  considered  acceptable. 


Table  3-19  Time  to  Clear  Most  Constrained  Locations,  2024  No-Build 


Element  (Constraint  Point) 

Time  to  Clear 
(Minutes  at  LOS  C) 

Accommodates  Demand 

Faregates  (North  Headhouse) 

1.1 

Yes 

Walkways  (North  Bridge) 

0.8 

Yes 

Doorways  (North  Entrance) 

0.9 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  North) 

1.9 

Yes 

Faregates  (South  Headhouse) 

1.4 

Yes 

Walkways  (South  Bridge) 

0.4 

Yes 

Doorways  (South  Entrance) 

1.2 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  South) 

2.5 

Yes 

Based  on  the  analysis,  the  estimated  demand  under  2024  No-Build  conditions  could 
clear  the  most  constrained  location  (the  stairway  to  the  South  Headhouse)  in  under 
three  minutes,  which  is  less  than  the  scheduled  frequency  (i.e.,  all  passengers  could 
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clear  each  constraint  point  before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition,  the  platform 
area  operates  at  a  LOS  A,  providing  adequate  space  for  the  estimated  demand. 


3.15  2024  Build  Conditions  Transit  Analysis 

3.15.1  Line  Haul  Analysis 

MBTA  Orange  Line  Rapid  Transit  Service 

The  analysis  of  2024  Build  transit  conditions  compared  MBTA  Orange  Line  demand, 
including  projected  background  ridership  growth  and  estimated  Project-generated 
ridership,  against  the  policy  capacity  of  the  line.  The  analysis  considered  passenger 
loading  volumes  at  the  critical  link  between  North  Station  and  Haymarket  Station  in 
the  southbound  direction  and  State  and  Haymarket  Stations  in  the  northbound 
direction,  consistent  with  the  existing  conditions  maximum  load  points  presented  in 
Section  3.12.1.  Similar  to  the  2024  No-Build  condition,  the  analysis  assumed  that 
Orange  Line  capacity  during  peak  periods  would  increase  due  to  increased 
frequencies,  from  6  minutes  to  4.5  minutes,  associated  with  the  entry  of  new  vehicles 
into  service  beginning  in  2019  and  completed  by  2022. 54 

A  majority  of  the  Project-generated  transit  ridership,  presented  in  Table  3-7  and 
assigned  to  each  route/direction  in  Table  3-13,  is  in  the  non-critical,  or  reverse 
commute,  direction.  Based  on  this  distribution,  the  Project  will  result  in 
approximately  185  new  trips  boarding  at  Assembly  Station  during  the  AM  Peak  hour 
in  the  southbound  direction  and  235  new  trips  alighting  at  Assembly  Station  during 
the  PM  Peak  hour  in  the  northbound  direction.55  As  described  in  Section  3.7.2,  this 
analysis  conservatively  assumes  the  maximum  of  projected  trip  generation  using 
peak  hour  ITE  rates  and  projected  trip  generation  using  daily  ITE  rates,  distributed  to 
the  peak  hour  based  on  existing  conditions. 

Under  the  2024  Build  Condition,  the  Orange  Line  is  projected  to  operate  within  its 
policy  capacity  during  the  weekday  peak  periods,  as  illustrated  in  Figure  3.34  and 
Figure  3.35  for  the  southbound  and  northbound  directions,  respectively.  Similar  to 
the  2024  No-Build  Condition,  passenger  volumes  are  projected  to  slightly  exceed 
policy  capacity  just  after  the  peak  periods,  when  service  is  less  frequent  and  when 
the  MBTA's  Policy  dictates  reduced  maximum  passenger  loading  levels  as  compared 
to  during  the  peak.  The  Project  would  result  in  a  nominal  increase  to  passenger 
loading  during  these  times.  With  the  exception  of  a  single  off-peak  30-minute 
period,  the  Project  is  not  projected  to  cause  the  MBTA  Orange  Line  to  exceed 
additional  capacity  threshold  beyond  those  periods  otherwise  exceeded  under 
2024  No-Build  conditions.  This  single  exception  would  occur  in  the  northbound 
direction  from  7:00-7:30.  During  this  period,  trip  frequency  is  reduced  from  every 


54  MBTA,  "Integrated  Fleet  and  Facilities  Plan  (IFFP),  Part  Two:  Heavy  Rail  -  Red,  Orange,  and  Blue  Lines,"  November  20,  2017.  The 

analysis  assumes  that  the  frequency  increase  will  result  in  a  33%  increase  in  peak  capacity;  meanwhile,  the  MBTA  IFFP  estimates 
that  the  new  cars  and  infrastructure  investments  will  provide  an  opportunity  for  an  increase  in  capacity  up  to  40%. 

55  Results  rounded  to  nearest  5. 
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4.5  minutes  to  every  10  minutes,  and  policy  capacity  is  reduced  from  846  passengers 
per  train  to  498  passengers  per  train.  The  project  is  anticipated  to  add  approximately 
50  northbound  riders  during  this  30-minute  period,  equivalent  to  approximately  14 
passengers  per  train.  It  is  assumed  that  the  MBTA  could  accommodate  this  increase 
in  ridership  without  a  change  in  service,  as  the  resulting  passenger  loads  would  be 
slightly  above  the  stated  off-peak  policy  capacity  but  well  below  the  stated  peak 
period  policy  capacity. 

MBTA  Bus  Services 

Based  on  the  trip  distribution  in  Table  3-14,  The  majority  of  Project-generated 
ridership  is  projected  to  use  the  Orange  Line,  with  a  maximum  of  13  additional  bus 
passengers  (boardings  or  alightings)  projected  in  any  30-minute  period,  and  a 
maximum  of  6  additional  bus  passengers  projected  on  any  single  trip.  Figures  3.36- 
3.41  present  maximum  loads  and  policy  capacities  by  Inbound  and  Outbound  trip 
for  Routes  90,  92,  and  95  under  the  2024  Build  conditions.  Similar  to  existing 
conditions  and  2024  No-Build  conditions,  all  trips  on  Study  area  bus  routes  are 
projected  to  have  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy  capacities  on 
these  trips. 

3.1 5.2  Assembly  Station  Analysis 

Under  2024  Build  conditions,  daily  platform  activity  is  projected  to  increase  by 
approximately  22  percent  as  compared  to  2024  No-Build  conditions.  This  increase  in 
platform  activity  is  well  within  the  capacity  that  can  be  accommodated  by  the 
existing  Assembly  Station.  The  platform  area  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  B,  below 
the  No-Build  conditions  but  above  the  LOS  typically  considered  acceptable. 

The  results  of  the  infrastructure  constraint  analysis  are  presented  in  Table  3-20  for 
the  most  constrained  location  of  each  type  of  element  for  both  the  north  and  south 
entrances/egresses.  Clearance  times  of  less  than  the  scheduled  frequency  of 
4.5  minutes  are  considered  acceptable. 
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Table  3-20  Time  to  Clear  Most  Constrained  Locations,  2024  Build 


Element  (Constraint  Point) 

Time  to  Clear 
(Minutes  at  LOS  C) 

Accommodates  Demand 

Faregates  (North  Headhouse) 

1.3 

Yes 

Walkways  (North  Bridge) 

0.9 

Yes 

Doorways  (North  Entrance) 

1.1 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  North) 

2.4 

Yes 

Faregates  (South  Headhouse) 

1.8 

Yes 

Walkways  (South  Bridge) 

0.5 

Yes 

Doorways  (South  Entrance) 

1.5 

Yes 

Stairways  (Platform  to  South) 

3.2 

Yes 

Based  on  the  analysis,  the  estimated  demand  under  2024  Build  conditions  could 
clear  the  most  constrained  location  (the  stairway  to  the  South  Headhouse)  in  just 
over  three  minutes,  which  is  less  than  the  scheduled  frequency  (i.e.,  all  passengers 
could  clear  each  constraint  point  before  the  next  train  arrives).  In  addition,  the 
platform  area  operates  at  a  LOS  B,  providing  adequate  space  for  the  estimated 
demand. 


3.16  Traffic  Mitigation  Overview 

The  traffic  Study  analysis  indicates  that  depending  on  the  nature  of  a  given  Project 
use,  approximately  1 5-  to  35-percent  of  the  Project  traffic  will  be  passing  through 
the  Mystic  Avenue/Broadway/Lombardi  Street  interchange  at  the  southwesterly  end 
of  the  Assembly  Square  district.  This  interchange  was  reconstructed  with  significant 
signal  enhancements  as  part  of  the  initial  nearby  Assembly  Square  redevelopment 
project.  However,  to  help  mitigation  any  potential  traffic  impacts  resulting  from  this 
Project,  the  Proponent  is  proposing  to  install  an  adaptive  traffic  signal  system 
including  the  following  four  locations: 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

>  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

>  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt,  Vernon  Street 

Each  of  these  four  locations  is  currently  signalized,  and  interconnected,  so  that  they 
all  are  operating  in  a  coordinated  manner  under  peak-period  conditions.  However, 
installing  the  updated  adaptive  signal  equipment  will  allow  these  four  signals  to 
operate  in  a  far  more  flexible,  adaptive  manner  responding  to  actual  traffic 
conditions  continuously  on  a  cycle-by-cycle  basis.  Adaptive  signal  control  is  a 
relatively  new  design  entity,  but  it  has  been  found  to  be  very  effective,  and  far  more 
responsive  than  just  relying  on  predetermined  signal  timing  programs.  This  new 
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system  will  help  to  minimize  Project  impacts  while  helping  to  address  existing 
deficiencies  in  this  area. 

3.17  TDM  Plan 

Transportation  Demand  Management  ("TDM")  measures  are  most  often  directed  at 
commuter  travel  and  implemented  at  office  sites.  However,  due  to  the  mixed-use 
and  transit-orientated  nature  of  the  Proposed  Project,  there  also  are  opportunities 
to  bring  TDM  programs  to  the  Proposed  Project's  other  land  uses,  including  the 
residential  housing  retail  shops,  restaurants,  and  active  uses. 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  becoming  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association.  An  overall  on-site  TDM  coordinator  will  be 
designated  to  oversee  all  TDM  programs  for  each  building  of  the  Proposed  Project, 
and  the  Project  site  in  its  entirety.  The  person(s)  in  this  role  will  coordinate  with  other 
organizations  within  Assembly  Square  to  help  promote  a  reduced  reliance  on  single¬ 
occupant  motor-vehicle  travel  to  the  Project  site. 

General  TDM  measures  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  this  Project  will  involve 
promoting  transit  use  and  facilitating  bicycle  and  pedestrian  travel  both  through  site 
amenities  and  ongoing  practices  and  programs.  These  will  include  providing  bicycle 
racks  and  amenities  and  also  may  involve  providing  a  new  "Hubway"  bike-share 
station  within  the  Project  Site.  The  mixed-use  nature  of  the  Project  Site  by  itself  also 
effectively  will  function  as  a  TDM  measure.  Specifically,  with  the  variety  of  uses 
proposed  both  within  the  Project  Site  and  in  place  in  the  surrounding  area,  the  need 
to  travel  off-site  by  automobile  for  dining  or  shopping  opportunities  will  be 
minimize.  With  the  mixture  of  residences  and  office/lab  uses  it  is  possible  that  some 
residents  may  specifically  choose  to  work  on  site  due  to  it  also  being  their  place  of 
employment,  further  reducing  the  need  for  vehicular  travel. 

3.18  Conclusion 

The  Project  is  consistent  with  the  City  of  Somerville's  transportation-related  goals  for 
the  Assembly  Square  district,  and  the  Project  is  highly  consistent  and 
complementary  to  the  surrounding  developments  in  this  area.  The  Project  site  has 
been  designed  to  accommodate  Project-generated  traffic,  as  well  as  traffic  other 
nearby  planned  or  potential  developments.  In  summary,  the  Project  will  provide  the 
following  transportation-related  benefits: 

>  The  Project  will  be  a  mixed-use,  transit-oriented  development  consistent 
with  the  City's  goals  for  this  area.  With  the  mixed-use  environment,  there 
should  be  considerable  internal  trip-sharing  between  the  various  uses 
proposed  within  the  site.  For  example,  the  retail  and  restaurant  space 
provided  should  be  largely  oriented  to  workers  or  residents  already  on-site 
as  opposed  to  traditional  shopping  center. 

>  The  proposed  on-site  parking  supply  will  be  kept  to  the  minimum  levels 
needed  to  satisfy  tenant  and  resident  needs,  while  being  low  enough  to  help 
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promote  travel  by  biking,  walking,  or  using  MBTA  transit  service,  including 
the  nearby  MBTA  Orange  Line  Assembly  Square  station. 

>  Ample  secured  bicycle  parking  will  be  provided  within  the  Project  buildings, 
with  outdoor  bicycle  racks  provided  at  key  points  near  the  building 
entrances. 

>  With  the  Project  Site  having  access  and  egress  available  from  each  of  the 
surrounding  roadways,  Project  trips  should  be  quickly  and  efficiently 
dissipated  without  overloading  a  single  given  access  point.  The  newly 
created  Road  K  and  Road  L  within  the  Project  Site  will  help  reduce  the 
number  of  curb  cuts  provided  on  the  surrounding  roadways,  which  will  help 
reduce  conflicts. 

>  A  new  four-signal  adaptive  traffic  signal  system  will  be  installed  at  the 
Mystic  Avenue/l-93  South/Lombardi  Street/Broadway  interchange  to  help 
improve  the  efficiency  of  the  traffic  signal  system  already  in  place  in  this 
area.  With  this  new  state-of-the-art  system,  these  four  signals  will  function 
in  a  flexible,  adaptive  manner  responding  to  actual  traffic  conditions 
continuously  on  a  cycle-by-cycle  basis. 

>  The  transportation  analysis  for  the  Project  was  conducted  in  a  highly 
conservative  manner.  The  underlying  mode  shares  used  assume  higher 
automobile  use  than  is  anticipated  for  this  area  based  on  prior  studies. 
However,  the  conservatively  high  auto  use  was  assumed  so  that  the 
maximum  potential  vehicular  traffic  on  the  Study  area  roadways  would  be 
evaluated. 

>  The  Proposed  Project  will  generate  only  nominal  additional  traffic  passing 
through  the  nearby  Sullivan  Square  in  Boston.  This  additional  peak-hour 
traffic  translates  into  a  less  than  a  one-percent  increase  in  volume  (or 
roughly  one  additional  vehicle  every  other  minute).  Accordingly,  the  Project 
will  not  create  a  significant  impact  on  traffic  operations  at  this  location.  The 
ongoing  design  project  for  Sullivan  Square  is  considering  traffic  generated 
by  multiple  nearby  development  projects,  including  an  earlier  version  of  the 
Project.  With  the  size  of  the  Project  being  reduced  since  the  prior  2016 
proposal,  there  should  be  corresponding  reductions  in  traffic  generation 
and  any  potential  associated  impacts  at  this  location. 

>  New  and  improved  sidewalks  both  within  and  surrounding  the  Project  Site 
will  help  to  build  upon  recently  implemented  pedestrian  improvements  in 
the  area,  providing  an  overall  cohesive  pedestrian-friendly  environment 
within  the  Assembly  Square  district. 

>  The  transit  capacity  analysis  indicates  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of 
Project  transit  use  will  be  in  the  form  of  trips  using  the  MBTA  Orange  Line. 
The  Orange  Line  demand  currently  is  below  capacity  for  all  30-minute 
periods  in  both  directions,  except  for  one  30-minute  period  after  the 
morning  peak  period  in  the  southbound  direction,  and  one  30-minute 
period  after  the  evening  peak  period  in  the  northbound  direction. 

Compared  to  2024  No-Build  conditions,  demand  during  only  one  additional 
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30-minute  period  would  exceed  capacity  (just  after  the  evening  peak  period 
in  the  northbound  direction).  The  Project  impact  during  this  30-minute 
period  is  nominal.  Furthermore,  all  bus  trips  are  projected  to  maintain 
average  weekday  maximum  loads  that  are  below  the  MBTA's  policy  capacity. 

>  Based  on  the  station  analysis,  the  estimated  2024  Build  demand  could  clear 
the  most  constrained  locations  in  an  adequate  amount  of  time.  In  addition, 
the  platform  area  is  projected  to  operate  at  LOS  B,  providing  adequate 
space  for  the  estimated  demand. 
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Intersection  List 

1  -  Middlesex  Avenue  at  Foley  Street 

2  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

3  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Revolution  Drive 

4  -  Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Foley  Street 

5  -  Grand  Union  Boulevard  at  Revolution  Drive 

6  -  Foley  Street  at  Site  Driveway 

7  -  Foley  Street  at  K-Mart  Driveway  /  Driveway 

8  -  Revolution  Drive  at  Site  Driveway  /  Home  Depot  Driveway 

9  -  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard 

10  -  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Middlesex  Avenue 

11  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Wheatland  Street  /  Bailey  Road 

12  -  Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route  38)  / 1-93  SB  On-Ramp 

13  -  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

14  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  NB  Off-Ramp 

15  - 1-93  Southbound  On-Ramp  at  Mystic  Avenue  U-Tum 

16  -  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

17  -  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 

18  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Tum 

19  -  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

20  -  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

21  -  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

22  -  Wellington  Circle  East  (Route  28  Northbound  at  Route  16) 

23  -  Wellington  Circle  West  (Route  28  Southbound  at  Route  16) 

24  -  Wellington  Circle  North  (Route  28  Northbound  at  Middlesex  Ave)  3, 

25  -  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Street  " 
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‘vllb  2017  Existing  Conditions  Figure  3.3 

Weekday  Morning  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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2017  Existing  Conditions  Figure  3.4 

Weekday  Evening  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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2017  Existing  Conditions  Figure  3.5 

Saturday  Midday  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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2024  No  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.7 

Weekday  Morning  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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2024  No  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.8 

Weekday  Evening  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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2024  No  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.9 

Saturday  Midday  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
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2024  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.1 1 
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2024  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.12 

Weekday  Evening  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
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2024  Build  Conditions  Figure  3.13 

Saturday  Midday  Peak  Hour  Traffic  Volumes 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
Somerville,  Massachusetts 
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Existing  Conditions 

Orange  Line  Southbound  Passenger  Volumes 
between  North  Station  and  Haymarket 
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Figure  3.19 

Existing  Conditions 

Orange  Line  Northbound  Passenger 

Volumes  between  State  and  Haymarket 
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Route  90  Inbound  Passenger  Volumes 
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Figure  3.21 

Existing  Conditions 

Route  90  Outbound  Passenger  Volumes 
Toward  Davis  at  Peak  Load  Point 
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Existing  Conditions 

Route  92  Inbound  Passenger  Volumes 

Toward  Downtown  at  Peak  Load  Point 
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4 

Greenhouse  Gas 

This  chapter  provides  an  overview  of  the  local  and  state  regulatory  context  related 
to  sustainable  design  and  presents  the  results  of  the  Greenhouse  Gas  ("GHG") 
emissions  assessment,  in  accordance  with  the  MEPA  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 
Policy  and  Protocol  (the  "MEPA  GHG  Policy").  The  Proponent  is  committed  to 
incorporating  many  key  aspects  of  sustainability  and  high-performance  building 
design  as  well  as  addressing  climate  change  impacts  and  planning  for  resilience, 
where  applicable  and  feasible,  as  it  is  their  intent  to  operate  the  proposed  buildings 
in  a  sustainable  manner. 

4.1  Key  Findings 

The  key  findings  related  to  sustainable,  high-performance  design  and  climate  change 
preparedness  include: 

>  The  Project  will  meet  the  MA  State  Building  Code  and  Stretch  Energy  Code,  and 
will  further  reduce  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  beyond  minimum  code 
requirements. 

>  The  equivalent  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for  the  Project  is  approximately 
26.2  percent,  which  equates  to  an  approximately  19.9  percent  overall  reduction 
in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base  Case. 

>  The  Design  Case  Energy  Use  Intensity  ("EUI")  represent  significant  improvement 
over  the  Base  Case  EUls,  which  demonstrates  the  Proponent's  commitment  to 
constructing  a  green  project. 

>  A  variety  of  clean  and  renewable  energy  sources  were  or  are  currently  being 
evaluated  for  the  Project,  including  solar,  wind,  and  cogeneration  in  the  form  of 
combined  heat  and  power  ("CHP"). 

>  At  a  minimum,  the  buildings  will  be  designed  to  be  "solar  ready"  with  the 
appropriate  structural  capacity  and  electrical  infrastructure  to  incorporate  a 
Solar  PV  system  at  a  future  date. 

>  A  comprehensive  transportation  mitigation  program  has  been  developed  to 
mitigate  impacts  of  Project-related  traffic. 

4.2  Regulatory  Context 

This  section  defines  the  regulations  that  govern  and  prescribe  the  GHG  analysis 
conducted  for  the  Project. 
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4.2.1  MEPA  Draft  Climate  Adaptation  and  Resiliency  Policy 

In  September  2014,  the  MEPA  Office  issued  a  draft  policy  for  addressing  potential 
impacts  associated  with  climate  change.  The  policy's  intent  is  to  facilitate  the 
consideration  and  assessment  of  risk  and  vulnerabilities  of  a  project  or  action  under 
foreseeable  scenarios  or  conditions  associated  with  climate  change  in  order  to  identify 
potential  mitigation  measures. 

4.2.2  MEPA  Greenhouse  Gas  Policy  and  Protocol 

The  MEPA  GHG  Policy  requires  project  proponents  to  identify  and  describe  feasible 
measures  to  minimize  both  mobile  and  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  generated 
by  their  proposed  project(s).  Mobile  sources  include  vehicles  traveling  to  and  from  a 
project  while  stationary  sources  include  on-site  boilers,  heaters,  and/or  internal 
combustion  engines  (direct  sources)  as  well  as  the  consumption  of  energy  in  the 
form  of  fossil  fuels  (indirect  sources).  Greenhouse  gases  include  several  air 
pollutants,  such  as  carbon  dioxide  ("CO2"),  methane,  hydrofluorocarbons,  and 
perfluorocarbons.  The  MEPA  GHG  Policy  calls  for  the  evaluation  of  CO2  emissions  for 
a  land  development  project  because  C02  is  the  predominant  man-made  GHG 
contributor  to  global  warming.  This  evaluation  makes  use  of  the  terms  CO2  and  GHG 
interchangeably. 

The  MEPA  GHG  Policy  states  that  all  projects  undergoing  MEPA  review  requiring  the 
submission  of  an  EIR  must  quantify  the  project's  GHG  emissions  and  identify 
measures  to  avoid,  minimize,  or  mitigate  such  emissions.  In  addition  to  quantifying 
project-related  GHG  emissions,  the  MEPA  GHG  Policy  requires  proponents  to 
quantify  the  effectiveness  of  proposed  improvements  in  terms  of  energy  savings, 
and  therefore,  potential  emissions  reductions.  The  goal  of  the  MEPA  GHG  Policy  is  to 
identify  and  implement  measures  to  minimize  or  reduce  the  total  GHG  emissions 
anticipated  to  be  generated  by  that  respective  project. 

4.2.3  Massachusetts  Stretch  Energy  Code 

As  part  of  the  Green  Communities  Act  of  2008,  Massachusetts  developed  the 
optional  Stretch  Energy  Code  that  gives  municipalities  the  option  to  enact  a  more 
strenuous  energy  performance  code  for  buildings  than  the  conventional  state 
building  code.  The  Stretch  Energy  Code  increases  the  energy  efficiency  code 
requirements  for  new  construction  (both  residential  and  commercial)  and  for  major 
residential  renovations  or  additions  in  municipalities  that  adopt  it. 

Effective  January  1,  2017  the  current  Stretch  Energy  Code,  as  adopted  by  City  of 
Somerville,  requires  projects  to  achieve,  at  minimum,  a  10  percent  energy  efficiency 
improvement  when  compared  to  the  state's  base  energy  code  (the  "Base  Energy 
Code").  Projects  may  demonstrate  the  energy  use  savings  by  either  meeting  the 
performance  standard  of  10  percent  better  than  ASHRAE  90.1-2013,  or  using  a 
prescriptive  methodology  based  on  IECC  2015. 
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4.3  GHG  Evaluation 

This  section  presents  the  results  of  the  GHG  stationary  and  mobile  source  emissions 
assessment  for  the  Project,  in  accordance  with  the  MEPA  GHG  Policy. 

4.3.1  Stationary  Source  Emissions  Assessment 

In  support  of  the  State's  and  Somerville's  GHG  reduction  goals,  the  Proponent  has 
evaluated  and  incorporated  strategies  to  minimize  energy  consumption  associated 
with  the  Project  through  building  energy  modeling  based  on  conceptual  design  as 
well  as  considered  clean/renewable  energy  sources.  Also,  the  Proponent  is  planning 
to  engage  utility  providers  to  better  understand  available  alternative/cleaner  energy 
sources  and  grants/rebates. 

4.3. 1.1  Methodology 

To  provide  for  energy  efficiency  and  reduced  stationary  source  GHG  emissions,  the 
Proponent  has  evaluated  the  following  key  planning  and  design  criteria: 

>  Methods  to  reduce  overall  energy  demand  through  appropriate  design  and 
sizing  of  systems;  and 

>  Methods  to  improve  building  envelope  materials. 

Each  Project  component  was  modeled  with  the  proposed  building  geometry,  HVAC 
system  type,  occupancy  schedule,  and  ventilation  rates. 

Direct  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  include  those  emissions  from  the  facility 
itself,  such  as  boilers,  heaters,  and  internal  combustion  engines.  Indirect  stationary 
source  CO2  emissions  are  derived  from  the  consumption  of  electricity,  heat,  or 
cooling  from  off-site  sources,  such  as  electrical  utility  or  district  heating  and  cooling 
systems.  The  direct  and  indirect  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  from  the  proposed 
building  sources  are  calculated  through  an  energy  analysis  procedure  that  combines 
eQuest1  models  based  on  assumptions  for  the  Project's  building  elements,  such  as 
(but  not  limited  to)  the  specific  type  of  use(s)  and  users  of  the  buildings,  building 
configuration  and  architecture  type,  building  envelope  (walls/windows),  interior  fit- 
out  (where  known),  and  HVAC  equipment  efficiency  ratings  with  Excel  spreadsheets 
for  post-processing  of  emission  conversion  factors. 

The  GHG  mitigation  and  energy  conservation  measures  can  be  divided  into  the 
buildings'  construction  materials,  architecture,  and  the  heating  and  cooling 
processes.  The  following  presents  the  specific  proposed  building  improvements  (and 
their  correlating  energy  modeling  parameters  for  reference,  where  applicable)  that 
are  assumed  to  be  included  as  part  of  the  Project  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis. 

The  specific  proposed  improvements  will  likely  be  subject  to  design  modifications  as 
necessary  to  achieve  the  GHG  emissions  reduction  based  on  the  final  building 
program  and  tenants  and  design. 


"eQuest,  the  Quick  Energy  Simulation  Tool"  Copyright  ©  1998-2009  James  J.  Hirsch. 
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Energy  Model  and  Analysis  Conditions 

The  energy  analysis  is  used  to  estimate  the  amount  of  annual  energy  consumption 
by  simulating  a  year  of  building  operations  based  on  typical  yearly  weather  and  user 
inputs.  The  analysis  modeled  each  of  the  buildings  proposed  by  the  Project  as  they 
are  currently  designed.  The  exact  makeup  and  equipment  of  each  building  is  subject 
to  change  as  the  Project's  design  progresses. 

The  model  estimates  each  buildings'  electricity  and  gas  usage  based  on  building 
design  and  system  assumptions  using  Appendix  G  of  ASHRAE  90.1  -2013.  The 
amount  of  consumed  energy  is  then  converted  into  the  amount  of  CO2  emitted 
using  the  standardized  conversion  factors.  CO2  emissions  were  quantified  for  (1)  the 
Base  Case  corresponding  to  the  minimum  requirements  of  ASHRAE  90.1-2013  and 
(2)  the  Design  Case,  which  includes  all  energy  saving  measures  that  were  deemed  to 
be  reasonable  and  feasible.  The  stationary  source  assessment  calculated  CO2 
emissions  for  the  following  build  conditions: 

>  Build  Condition  with  MA  Building  Code  (the  "Base  Case")  -  The  Project  assuming 
typical  construction  materials  and  building  equipment/systems  that  meet  the 
minimum  requirements  of  the  base  code.  This  baseline  is  established  by  the 
energy  code  as  being  defined  by  ASHRAE  90.1-2013. 

>  Build  Condition  with  Energy  Conservation  Measures  (the  "Design  Case")  -  The 
Project  assuming  building  design  and  system  improvements  that  meet  the 
MEPA  GHG  Policy  and  the  Stretch  Energy  Code. 

4.3. 1.2  Future  Stationary  Source  GHG  Emissions  Measures 

The  Project  includes  the  construction  of  five  buildings  with  four  primary  use  types. 
The  primary  uses  included  in  the  energy  assessment  for  the  DEIR  include  residential, 
office,  lab,  and  other  commercial  spaces  including  retail.  The  approach  to  and  results 
of  the  building  energy  model  for  the  Project  is  presented  below.  The  noteworthy 
improvements  for  the  base  representative  building  are  presented  in  the  table  and 
sections  below.  While  specific  improvements  may  be  subject  to  design  modification 
as  design  progresses,  the  Proponent  is  committed  to  achieving  the  stationary  source 
GHG  emissions  reduction  targets  estimated  herein  for  the  final  building  program 
and  design. 

Block  21A 

Block  21A  is  a  14-floor  office  building  in  the  western  corner  of  the  site.  The  building 
is  anticipated  to  house  357,000  sf  of  office  space.  Block  21A  shares  a  ground  level 
podium  with  the  office/lab  tower  Block  21 B.  This  podium  will  contain  retail,  parking 
garage,  and  potential  fire  station  space  and  has  been  included  with  Block  21A  for 
energy  modeling  purposes.  Block  21A  has  incorporated  numerous  energy 
conservation  measures  including  improved  window  U-Values,  improved  lighting 
power  densities  and  more  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems.  Some  of  these 
measures  are  trade-offs  for  the  increased  window-to-wall  ratio  and  less  insulated 
walls  components.  The  summary  of  energy  model  inputs  is  presented  in  Table  4-1. 
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Table  4-1  Block  21A  Key  Model  Assumptions 


Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Area/Usage 

Area 

357,000  sf  Office,  16,500  sf  Lobby,  16,000  sf  Fire  Station,  4,900  sf  Retail 

Space  Description 

Office,  Lobby,  Parking  Garage,  Fire  Station,  and  Retail 

Building  Exterior  Envelope  (Construction  Assemblies) 

Roof  Assembly 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.  (U:  0.032) 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.;  U:  0.032 

Wall  Assembly 

Steel  Framed:  R-13+R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 

Spandrel:  R-13  Cavity  All  Walls  (U:  0.124) 

Window-to-Wall  Ratio 

40% 

48% 

Windows  and  Glazing 

Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 

Overall:  U-0.40 

Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient 

0.40 

0.40 

Primary  HVAC  Systems 

HVAC  System 

System  #7:  VAV  with  reheat:  Chilled 

Variable  Volume  AHUs,  CHW  and  HW 

water;  Hot  Water 

Coils,  VAV+FPT  with  Reheat 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

Water-Cooled  Centrifugal;  >400  and 
<600  tons:  0.56  FL,  0.500  IPLV 

Water-Cooled  Centrifugal  chiller  with  VFD 
(0.503  kW/ton  FL) 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas-Fired  Boiler;  82%  Efficiency 

Gas-Fired  Condensing  Boiler;  95% 

Efficiency 

Secondary  HVAC  Systems  (Retail  and  Fire  Station) 

HVAC  System 

System#3:  Packaged  Single  Zone 

System#3:  Packaged  Single  Zone 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

DX  Cooling;  14  SEER 

DX  Cooling;  14  SEER 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas  Furnace;  80% 

Gas  Furnace;  80% 

Domestic  Hot  Water 

DHW  System  Type 

Electric  Resistance 

Electric  Heaters 

Lighting 

Office:  0.82  W/sf 

Office:  0.73  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

LPD  (W/SF) 

Retail:  1.26  W/sf 

Retail:  1.26  W/sf 

Fire  Station:  0.67  W/sf 

Fire  Station:  0.67  W/sf 

Parking:  0.21  W/sf 

Parking:  0.15  W/sf 

Miscellaneous 

Equipment 

Office:  0.75  W/sf  (50%  turndown) 

Office:  0.75  W/sf  (50%  turndown) 

Elevators 

7  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

7  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1-2013  conditions. 


The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  and  natural  gas  consumption,  and  associated 
emissions  for  Block  21 A  are  presented  in  Table  4-2.  Under  the  Base  Case,  the  CO2 
emissions  are  estimated  to  be  1,674.7  tons  per  year  ("tpy").  With  the  currently 
proposed  building  design  and  system  improvements,  the  estimated  energy  use 
reduction  for  the  building  is  20.9  percent,  which  equates  to  a  20.0  percent  reduction 
in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base  Case.  The  stationary 
source  CO2  emissions  percent  reduction  for  the  building  under  the  Design  condition 
was  quantified  as  follows:  1,674.7/335.1  =  0.2  x  100  =  20.0  percent. 
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Reduction  %  =  Emissions  Reductions  Due  to  Project  Improvements  ( End  Use  Savings ) 
Project-Generated  Emissions  (Base  Case  Emissions) 

This  methodology  is  applied  consistently  to  the  remaining  buildings  to  determine 
the  percent  reduction  of  stationary  source  emissions. 


Table  4-2  Block  21A  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions 


Electricity 

(MWh/yr) 

Energy  Consumption 

Natural  Gas 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Total 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Electricity 

(tons/yr)1 

CO2  Emissions 

Natural  Gas 

(tons/yr) 

Total 

(tons/yr) 

Base  Case 

3,829.8 

5,387 

18,458 

1,359.6 

315.1 

1,674.7 

Design  Case 

3,123.9 

3,943 

14,604 

1,109.0 

230.6 

1,339.6 

End-Use  Savings 

705.9 

1,444 

3,853 

250.6 

84.5 

335.1 

Percent  Savings 

20.9% 

20.0% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 


Block  21 B 

Block  21 B  is  a  10-floor  office  and  lab  building  in  the  western  portion  of  the  site.  The 
building  is  anticipated  to  house  approximately  255,000  sf  of  combined  office  and  lab 
space.  Block  21 B  shares  a  ground  level  podium  with  Block  21  A.  This  podium  was 
considered  in  the  energy  model  for  Block  21  A.  Block  21 B  has  incorporated 
numerous  energy  conservation  measures  including  improved  window  U-Values, 
improved  lighting  power  densities  and  more  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems. 
Some  of  these  measures  are  trade-offs  for  the  increased  window-to-wall  ratio  and 
less  insulated  walls  components.  The  summary  of  energy  model  inputs  is  presented 
in  Table  4-3. 


Table  4-3  Block  21 B  Key  Model  Assumptions 


Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Area/Usage 

Area 

Space  Description 

255,000  sf  Office/Lab,  17,500  sf  Lobby,  9,100  sf  Active  Use 

60%  Office/40%  Lab,  Lobby,  Active  Use 

Building  Exterior  Envelope  (Construction  Assemblies) 

;  '  ^ 

Roof  Assembly 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.  (U:  0.032) 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.;  U:  0.032 

Wall  Assembly 

Steel  Framed:  R-13+R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 

Spandrel:  R-13  Cavity  All  Walls  (U:  0.124) 

Window-to-Wall  Ratio 

40% 

48% 

Windows  and  Glazing 

Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 

Overall:  U-0.40 

Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient 

0.40 

0.40 

Primary  HVAC  Systems 

HVAC  System 

System  #7:  VAV  with  reheat:  Chilled 
water;  Hot  Water 

Variable  Volume  AHUs,  CHW  and  HW 

Coils,  VAV+FPT  with  Reheat 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

Water-Cooled  Centrifugal;  >400  and 
<600  tons:  0.56  FL,  0.500  IPLV 

Water-Cooled  Centrifugal  chiller  with  VFD 
(0.503  kW/ton  FL) 
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Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas-Fired  Boiler;  82%  Efficiency 

Gas-Fired  Condensing  Boiler;  95% 

Efficiency 

Domestic  Hot  Water 

DHW  System  Type 

Electric  Resistance 

Electric  Heaters 

Lighting 

Office:  0.82  W/sf 

Office:  0.73  W/sf 

LPD  (W/SF) 

Lab:  1.81  W/sf 

Lab:  1.81  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Miscellaneous 

si  &  'M  $  u  -mi  m  Wmm  mkm  H? 

Equipment 

Office:  0.75  W/sf  (50%  turndown) 

Office:  0.75  W/sf  (50%  turndown) 

Lab:  4  W/sf  (Including  Fume  Hoods) 

Lab:  4  W/sf  (Including  Fume  Hoods) 

Elevators 

7  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

7  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  conditions. 


The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  use  and  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
associated  emissions  for  Block  21 B  are  presented  in  Table  4-4.  Under  the  Base  Case, 
the  CO2  emissions  are  estimated  to  be  2,733.6  tpy.  With  the  currently  proposed 
building  design  and  system  improvements,  the  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for 
the  building  is  approximately  29.6  percent,  which  equates  to  a  22.2  percent 
reduction  (607.1  tpy)  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base 
Case. 


Table  4-4  Block  21 B  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions 


Electricity 

(MWh/yr) 

Energy  Consumption 

Natural  Gas 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Total 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Electricity 

(tons/yr)1 

CO2  Emissions 

Natural  Gas 

(tons/yr) 

Total 

(tons/yr) 

Base  Case 

5,282.8 

14,671 

32,701 

1,875.4 

858.3 

2,733.6 

Design  Case 

5,018.5 

5,896 

23,024 

1,781.6 

344.9 

2,126.5 

End-Use  Savings 

264.2 

8,775 

9,677 

93.8 

513.3 

607.1 

Percent  Savings 

29.6% 

22.2% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 


Block  23 

Block  23  is  a  6-floor  residential  building  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  The 
building  is  anticipated  to  house  330  residential  units.  Block  23  has  incorporated 
numerous  energy  conservation  measures  including  improved  window  U-Values, 
improved  lighting  power  density  and  more  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems. 
Some  of  these  measures  are  trade-offs  for  the  increased  window-to-wall  ratio.  The 
summary  of  energy  model  inputs  is  presented  in  Table  4-5. 
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Table  4-5  Block  23  Key  Model  Assumptions 

Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Area/Usage 

Area 

306,000  sf  Residential,  2,300  sf  Retail,  1 1,200  sf  Lobby,  4,500  sf  Town  House 

Space  Description 

Residential,  Retail,  Lobby,  and  Town  House 

Building  Exterior  Envelope  (Construction  Assemblies) 

Roof  Assembly 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.  (U:  0.032) 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.;  U:  0.032 

Wall  Assembly 

Steel  Framed:  R-13  +  R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 

Steel  Framed:  R-13  +  R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 

Window-to-Wall  Ratio 

40% 

44% 

Windows  and  Glazing 

Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 

Metal  Framing  (operable)-  U:  0.50 

Overall-U:  0.40 

Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient 

Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  0.40 

Metal  Framing  (operable)-  0.40 

0.40 

Primary  HVAC  Systems  (Residential) 

HVAC  System 

System  #1:  PTAC 

Water  Source  Heat  Pump 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

PTACs:  9.5  EER;  9.6  EER 

Cooling  EER:  14;  Heating  COP:  5 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas-fired  Boiler;  82%  efficiency 

Gas-fired  condensing  boilers;  95% 
efficiency 

Secondary  HVAC  Systems  (Non- Residential/Corridors) 

HVAC  System 

System  7 

Packaged  VAV 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

Screw  Chiller  <150  ton:  0.720  kW/ton 

FL 

DX  Cooling;  14  EER 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas-fired  Boiler;  82%  efficiency 

Gas  Furnace;  80%  efficiency 

Domestic  Hot  Water 

DHW  System  Type_ Gas  Storage  (dormitory);  80%  efficiency  Gas  Storage;  95%  efficiency 


Lighting 


LPD  (W/SF) 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Living  Quarters:  0.38  W/sf 

Corridor:  0.66  W/sf 

Retail:  1.44  W/sf 

Parking:  0.21  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Living  Quarters:  0.38  W/sf 

Corridor:  0.66  W/sf 

Retail:  1.44  W/sf 

Parking:  0.15  W/sf 

Miscellaneous 

Equipment 

Residential:  0.3  W/sf 

Residential:  0.3  W/sf 

Retail:  0.225  W/sf 

Retail:  0.225  W/sf 

Elevators 

4  Cars-  15  kW  each 

4  Cars-  15  kW  each 

1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  conditions. 


The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  use  and  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
associated  emissions  for  Block  23  are  presented  in  Table  4-6.  Under  the  Base  Case, 
the  CO2  emissions  are  estimated  to  be  1,152.9  tpy.  With  the  currently  proposed 
building  design  and  system  improvements,  the  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for 
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the  building  is  approximately  25.8  percent,  which  equates  to  a  17.0  percent 
reduction  (195.8  tpy)  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base 
Case. 


Table  4-6  Block  23  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions 


Electricity 

(MWh/yr) 

Energy  Consumption 

Natural  Gas 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Total 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Electricity 

(tons/yr)1 

CO2  Emissions 

Natural  Gas 

(tons/yr) 

Total 

(tons/yr) 

Base  Case 

2,176.8 

6,498 

13,927 

772.8 

380.1 

1,152.9 

Design  Case 

2,269.3 

2,590 

10,335 

805.6 

151.5 

957.1 

End-Use  Savings 

-92.4 

3,908 

3,593 

-32.8 

228.6 

195.8 

Percent  Savings 

25.8% 

17.0% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 


Block  25 

Block  25  is  a  16-floor  residential  building  in  the  middle  of  the  site.  The  building  is 
anticipated  to  house  160  residential  units.  Block  25  has  incorporated  numerous 
energy  conservation  measures  including  improved  window  U-Value  and  more 
efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems.  Some  of  these  measures  are  trade-offs  for  the 
increased  window-to-wall  ratio.  The  summary  of  energy  model  inputs  is  presented  in 
Table  4-7. 

Table  4-7  Block  25  Key  Model  Assumptions 


Building  Component 


Area/Usage 

Area 

Space  Description 


Building  Exterior  Envelope 


Roof  Assembly 

Wall  Assembly 
Window-to-Wall  Ratio 


Base  Case 


Design  Case 


fc  '  ’  ! 


■. v..  . 


lH  iHaall 


176,500  sf  Residential,  7,500  sf  Lobby,  3,000  sf  Active  Use 
Residential,  Lobby,  and  Active  Use 


■  - 

alii 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 
R-30  c.i.;  U:  0.032 


(Construction  Assemblies) 


Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 
R-30  c.i.  (U:  0.032) 


Steel  Framed:  R-13  +  R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055)  Steel  Framed:  R-13+R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 
40%  45% 


Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 

Windows  and  Glazing  Overall-U:  0.40 

Metal  Framing  (operable)-  U:  0.50 

Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  0.40 

Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient  0.40 

Metal  Framing  (operable)-  0.40 

Primary  HVAC  Systems  (Residential) 


HVAC  System  System  #1:  PTAC 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency  PTACs:  9.5  EER; 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency  Gas-fired  Boiler;  82%  efficiency 

Secondary  HVAC  Systems  (Non-Residential/Corridors) 

HVAC  System  System  7 


Water  Source  Heat  Pump 
Cooling  EER:  14;  Heating  COP:  5 

Gas-fired  condensing  boilers;  95% 
efficiency 

Packaged  VAV 
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Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

Screw  Chiller  <150  ton:  0.720  kW/ton 

FL 

DX  Cooling;  14  EER 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas-fired  Boiler;  82%  efficiency 

Gas  Furnace;  80%  efficiency 

Domestic  Hot  Water 

|  HI  jfi  in  h  Hi  i  | 

DHW  System  Type 

Gas  Storage  (dormitory);  80%  efficiency 

Gas  Storage;  95%  efficiency 

. 

Lighting 

LPD  (W/SF) 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Living  Quarters:  0.38  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Living  Quarters:  0.38  W/sf 

Corridor:  0.66  W/sf 

Corridor:  0.66  W/sf 

Retail:  1.44  W/sf 

Retail:  1.44  W/sf 

Miscellaneous 

Equipment 

Residential:  0.3  W/sf 

Retail:  0.225  W/sf 

Residential:  0.3  W/sf 

Retail:  0.225  W/sf 

Elevators 

4  Cars-  15  kW  each 

4  Cars-  15  kW  each 

1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  conditions. 


The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  use  and  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
associated  emissions  for  Block  25  are  presented  in  Table  4-8.  Under  the  Base  Case, 
the  CO2  emissions  are  estimated  to  be  664.0  tpy.  With  the  currently  proposed 
building  design  and  system  improvements,  the  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for 
the  building  is  approximately  22.0  percent,  which  equates  to  a  12.7  percent 
reduction  (84.1  tpy)  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base 
Case. 


Table  4-8  Block  25  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions 


Electricity 

(MWh/yr) 

Energy  Consumption 

Natural  Gas 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Total 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Electricity 

(tons/yr)1 

CO2  Emissions 

Natural  Gas 

(tons/yr) 

Total 

(tons/yr) 

Base  Case 

1,254.9 

3,735 

8,018 

445.5 

218.5 

664.0 

Design  Case 

1,378.8 

1,544 

6,250 

489.5 

90.3 

579.8 

End-Use  Savings 

-124.0 

2,191 

1,768 

-44.0 

128.2 

84.1 

Percent  Savings 

22.0% 

12.7% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 

Block  26 


Block  26  is  a  9-floor  commercial/office  and  research  and  development  building  in 
the  southern  portion  of  the  site.  The  building  is  anticipated  to  house  126,000  sf  of 
Commercial/Office/R&D  space.  Block  26  has  incorporated  numerous  energy 
conservation  measures  including  improved  lighting  power  densities,  improved 
window  U-Values  and  more  efficient  heating  and  cooling  systems.  Some  of  these 
measures  are  trade-offs  for  the  increased  window-to-wall  ratio  and  less  insulated 
walls.  The  summary  of  energy  model  inputs  is  presented  in  Table  4-9. 
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Table  4-9  Block  26  Key  Model  Assumptions 


Building  Component 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Area/Usage 

\  >  v  %  %■<  'hf  '-'fk  } 

I |§ Hi  '>'  ||||i ?/"■>;''* It lii <'?$*; c}:'-  ft §§ 

. 

Area 

Space  Description 

126,000  sf  Commercial/Office  and  R&D,  14,000  sf  Ancillary  Retail 

45%  R8iD/55%  Office,  Commercial 

Building  Exterior  Envelope  (Construction  Assemblies) 

li  *  *  **  !* 

Roof  Assembly 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.  (U:  0.032) 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

R-30  c.i.;  U:  0.032 

Wall  Assembly 

Steel  Framed:  R-13+R-10  c.i.  (U:  0.055) 

Spandrel:  R-13  Cavity  All  Walls  (U:  0.124) 

Window-to-Wall  Ratio 

40% 

52% 

Overall-U:  0.30 
0.39 


Windows  and  Glazing  Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 

Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient  Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  0.40 _ 

Primary  HVAC  Systems 

HVAC  System 


System  #7:  VAV  with  reheat:  Chilled  Variable  Volume  AHUs,  CHW  and  HW 
water;  Hot  Water  Coils,  VAV+FPT  with  Reheat 

Water-Cooled  Screw;  >150  and  <300 


Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency  — —  ‘  —  Water-Cooled  Centrifugal  chiller  with  VFD 

tons:  0.66  FL,  0.540  IPLV  (0.503  kW/ton  FL) 


Heating  Type  &  Efficiency  Gas-Fired  Boiler;  82%  Efficiency 


Gas-Fired  Condensing  Boiler;  95% 


Secondary  HVAC  Systems  (Retail) 

HVAC  System 

System#3:  Packaged  Single  Zone 

System#3:  Packaged  Single  Zone 

Cooling  Type  &  Efficiency 

DX  Cooling;  14  SEER  &  12.2  EER 

DX  Cooling;  14  SEER  &  12.2  EER 

Heating  Type  &  Efficiency 

Gas  Furnace;  80% 

Gas  Furnace;  80% 

Domestic  Hot  Water 

DHW  System  Type 

Electric  Resistance 

Electric  Heaters 

Lighting 

! 

Office:  0.82  W/sf 

Office:  0.73  W/sf 

LPD  (W/SF) 

Lab:  1.81  W/sf 

Lab:  1.81  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Lobby:  0.9  W/sf 

Retail:  1.26  W/sf 

Retail:  1.26  W/sf 

Miscellaneous 

Equipment 

Office:  0.75  W/sf 

Office:  0.75  W/sf 

Lab:  4  W/sf  (Including  Fume  Hoods) 

Lab:  4  W/sf  (Including  Fume  Hoods) 

Elevators 

3  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

3  Cars-  Each  at  15  kW 

1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  conditions. 


The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  use  and  natural  gas  consumption,  and 
associated  emissions  for  Block  26  are  presented  in  Table  4-10.  Under  the  Base  Case, 
the  C02  emissions  are  estimated  to  be  1,312.0  tpy.  With  the  currently  proposed 
building  design  and  system  improvements,  the  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for 
the  building  is  approximately  28.2  percent,  which  equates  to  a  20.9  percent 
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reduction  (274.8  tpy)  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base 
Case. 


Table  4-10  Block  26  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions 


Electricity 

(MWh/yr) 

Energy  Consumption 

Natural  Gas 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Total 

(MMBtu/yr) 

Electricity 

(tons/yr)1 

CO2  Emissions 

Natural  Gas 

(tons/yr) 

Total 

(tons/yr) 

Base  Case 

2,844.0 

5,169 

14,876 

1,009.6 

302.4 

1,312.0 

Design  Case 

2,653.1 

1,631 

10,686 

941.9 

95.4 

1,037.3 

End-Use  Savings 

190.9 

3,539 

4,190 

67.8 

207.0 

274.8 

Percent  Savings 

28.2% 

20.9% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 


4.3. 1.3  Overall  Project  Emissions  (Full  Build) 

The  total  estimated  annual  electricity  use,  natural  gas  consumption,  and  associated 
emissions  for  the  Project  (all  buildings  combined,  or  full  build  out)  are  presented  in 
Table  4-11.  Under  the  Base  Case,  the  CO2  emissions  for  the  Project  are  estimated  to 
be  7,537.2  tpy.  With  the  currently  proposed  building  design  and  system 
improvements,  the  estimated  CO2  emissions  are  6,040.3  tpy  which  is  a  savings  of 
1,497.0  tpy.  The  equivalent  estimated  energy  use  reduction  for  the  Project  is 
approximately  26.2  percent,  which  equates  to  an  approximately  19.9  percent  overall 
reduction  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  Base  Case.  The 
reduction  in  stationary  source  energy  is  consistent  with  the  energy  conservation 
design  goals  of  the  Proponent. 

Table  4-11  Stationary  Source  CO2  Emissions  for  the  Overall  Project  (Full  Build) 

Energy  Consumption  (MMBtu/yr)  CO2  Emissions  (tons/yr) 


Building  Name 

Base 

Case 

Design 

Case 

Percent 

Savings 

Base 

Case 

Design 

Case 

Percent 

Reduction 

Block  21A 

18,458 

14,604 

20.9% 

1,674.7 

1,339.6 

20.0% 

Block  21B 

32,701 

23,024 

29.6% 

2,733.6 

2,126.5 

22.2% 

Block  23 

13,927 

10,335 

25.8% 

1,152.9 

957.1 

17.0% 

Block  25 

8,018 

6,250 

22.0% 

664.0 

579.8 

12.7% 

Block  26 

14,876 

10,686 

28.2% 

1,312.0 

1,037.3 

20.9% 

Total 

87,979 

64,899 

26.2% 

7,537.2 

6,040.3 

19.9% 

tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 


4.3. 1.4  Energy  Use  Intensity 

Energy  Use  Intensity,  or  ("EUI"),  is  a  tool  used  to  provide  a  common  basis  of 
comparison  for  energy  use  for  various  building  uses.  It  is  the  total  amount  of  energy 
used  at  a  project  over  a  one-year  period,  divided  by  the  square  footage  of  that 
building  and  represents  the  energy  consumed  by  a  building  relative  to  its  size.  Based 
on  a  recent  US  Department  of  Energy  ("DOE")  research  report,  the  median  EUls  for 
prototype  buildings  in  Climate  Zone  5A  are  54.1  kBtu/sf-yr  for  high-rise  apartment 
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buildings  and  75.2  kBtu/sf-yr  for  large  office  under  ASHRAE  90.1-2013.  Table  4-12 
provides  the  as-modeled  EUI  for  each  prototype  building  modeled  for  the  Project 
under  the  Base  and  Design  Cases. 

Table  4-12  Energy  Use  Intensity  (kBtu/sf-yr) 


EUI  (kBtu/sf-yr) 

Percent 

Prototype 

Benchmark 

EUls23 

Base  Case1 

Design  Case 

Improvement 

Block  21A 

47 

36 

20.9% 

75.2 

Block  21B 

130 

91 

29.6% 

75.2 

Block  23 

43 

32 

25.8% 

54.1 

Block  25 

43 

33 

22.0% 

54.1 

Block  26 

106 

76 

28.2% 

75.2 

The  Base  Case  represents  current  Base  Energy  Code  ASHRAE  90.1-2013  standards. 

Cost-Effectiveness  of  the  ASHRAE  Standard  90.1-201 3  for  the  State  of  Massachusetts".  US  Department  of 
Energy.  December  201 5. 


The  EUls  of  the  Project  components  generally  fall  around  the  benchmark  values 
provided  by  the  prototype  buildings  in  the  DOE  study.  The  Block  21  and  Block  26 
buildings  include  office  and  lab  space  that  cause  their  EUls  to  vary  from  the 
benchmark.  The  Prototype  Benchmark  EUls  are  for  theoretical  buildings  with  designs 
that  do  not  exactly  reflect  the  Project  they  are  being  compared  against.  As  such, 
differences  between  the  modeled  EUls  and  the  Benchmarks  are  expected.  In  all 
components,  the  Design  Case  EUls  represent  significant  improvement  over  the  Base 
Case  EUls,  which  demonstrates  the  Proponent's  commitment  to  constructing  a 
green  project. 

4.3.1. 5  Building  Energy  Efficiency  Measures 

Other  beneficial  measures  are  intended  to  be  incorporated  into  the  Project's  design 
which  cannot  be  incorporated  into  the  energy  modeling  due  to  modeling 
limitations.  These  measures  are  described  below. 

Building  Commissioning 

Building  commissioning  will  be  conducted  prior  to  and  during  occupancy  to  ensure 
the  building  systems  are  operating  efficiently  and  as  designed.  This  quality  control 
process  optimizes  the  energy  performance  of  the  building,  reduces  maintenance 
cost,  and  extends  the  lifespan  of  the  building  systems.  Facilities  staff  will  be  trained 
on  how  to  properly  operate  building  systems,  with  special  consideration  to  new 
technologies.  The  period  between  audits  will  depend  on  energy  performance.  The 
Proponent  will  conduct  an  enhanced  commissioning  process  during  the  construction 
process,  including  functional  testing  of  all  major  lighting  and  HVAC  systems.  The 
Proponent  will  benchmark  the  performance  of  the  buildings  against  the 
performance  of  other  buildings  in  its  portfolio  and  national/local  averages  after  the 
buildings  are  placed  in  service  and  stabilized.  If  underperformance  is  identified,  the 
Proponent  will  audit  major  lighting  and  HVAC  systems  and  address  deficiencies. 
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Plug  Load  Reduction 

The  Proponent  commits  to  encouraging  the  use  of  ENERGY  STAR  appliances  and 
equipment  where  available  and  reasonably  practicable.  The  building  energy  model 
does  not  take  credit  for  reduced  plug  loads  as  the  eQUEST  model  conducted  for  the 
Design  Case  did  not  account  for  energy  conservation  measures  related  to  plug-in 
equipment.  The  use  of  ENERGY  STAR  appliances  and  equipment  has  proven  to  result 
in  a  reduction  in  overall  energy  use  and,  therefore,  a  reduction  in  stationary  source 
CO2  emissions  for  the  Project.2  A  10  percent  reduction  was  applied  to  the  total 
annual  electrical  output  of  the  Miscellaneous3  category  derived  from  the  eQUEST 
model.  By  applying  the  10  percent  reduction  to  account  for  ENERGY  STAR 
appliances  and  equipment,  the  total  annual  miscellaneous  electricity  would  be 
reduced  from  5,753  MWh  to  5,178  MWh  which  is  equivalent  to  a  difference  of 
204  tons  of  CO2  emissions.  This  results  in  an  overall  stationary  source  CO2  emissions 
reduction  of  22.6  percent  for  the  Project  and  overall  energy  reduction  of 
28.5  percent  compared  to  the  baseline  code. 

Green  Tenant  Guidelines 

The  Proponent  will  provide  Tenant  Design  and  Construction  Guidelines  to  potential 
office  and  retail  tenants  during  the  leasing  process.  The  intent  of  these  guidelines  is 
to  educate  future  tenants  about  implementing  sustainable  design  and  construction 
features  in  their  tenant  improvement  build-outs  as  well  as  adopting  green  building 
practices  that  support  the  overall  sustainability  goals  of  the  Project.  The  guidelines 
will  also  communicate  the  sustainable  and  resource-efficient  features  incorporated 
into  the  Project  and  provide  suggested  sustainable  strategies  enabling  tenants  to 
coordinate  their  leased  space  design  and  construction  with  the  rest  of  the  Project 
systems. 

These  lease  guidelines  may  include  the  following  information: 

>  Descriptions  of  sustainable  design,  construction,  and  operational  features  of 
the  Project,  including  resource  conservation  goals  and  features  (i.e.,  low-flow 
plumbing  fixtures,  sub-metered  systems,  lighting  controls),  as  well  as  building 
certifications,  such  as  LEED. 

>  Descriptions  of  current  regulatory  requirements  that  pertain  to  leasable  spaces 
(i.e.,  Stretch  Energy  Code). 

>  A  list  of  approved  categories  of  fit-out  materials  with  performance  standards, 
such  as  recycled  content,  regional  availability,  VOC  content  limits  for  adhesives, 
sealants,  paints  and  coatings,  NAUF  composite  wood  materials,  and  CRI  and/or 
FloorScore  compliant  flooring  materials. 

>  Waste  reduction  goals  and  recycling  facilities/programs. 

>  Information  on  Green  Cleaning  guidelines/policies. 


Compared  to  standard  office  equipment  and  home  appliances  (non-ENERGY  STAR  rated),  ENERGY  START-qualified  products 
use  30  to  75  percent  less  electricity  according  to  the  ENERGY  STAR  website: 
<https://www.energystar.gov/index.cfm?c=ofc_equip.pr_office_equipment> 

The  Miscellaneous  category  is  one  of  the  categories  eQUEST  breaks  electrical  use  into  and  the  most  applicable  to  plug-in  loads. 
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>  Information  regarding  Project-wide  features  that  aim  to  encourage  alternative 
transportation  and  TDM  measures. 

>  Information  on  how  to  train/inform  maintenance  staff  and  employees  on 
sustainable  design/operation  features. 

In  addition,  the  Proponent  is  considering  providing  Green  Tenant  Guidelines  for 
residential  tenants  which  would  provide  information  on  utilizing  the  sustainable 
design  features  of  the  building  and  the  individual  units  to  their  fullest  potential. 
These  could  include  information  on  how  to  use  the  heating  and  cooling  systems, 
ways  to  conserve  energy  and  water,  plug  load  controls,  waste  reduction  and 
recycling,  green  cleaning  guidelines  and  products,  non-automotive  transportation 
and  cycling  options  and  identification  of  amenities  within  walking  distance. 

Solid/C&D  Waste  Reduction  and  Potential  GHG  Reductions 

Recycling  and  reuse  programs  will  be  developed  and  implemented  by  all 
construction  contractors  to  reduce  the  amount  of  waste  that  is  sent  to  landfills 
throughout  construction.  Prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  the  construction 
management  team  will  prepare  and  submit  a  Construction  Waste  Management  Plan 
("CWMP")  which  will  be  implemented  on  Site.  The  Project  will  target  a  minimum 
diversion  rate  of  75  percent  of  construction  and  demolition  waste. 

Storage  of  collected  recyclables  will  be  accommodated  in  designated  recycling  areas 
of  the  Project.  A  contracted  waste  management  company  will  collect  the  recyclables 
on  a  regular  basis.  The  Project  is  targeting  100  percent  of  paper,  corrugated 
cardboard,  glass,  plastic  and  metal  to  be  recycled  during  operations.  Information  on 
recyclable  materials  and  the  recycling  program  will  be  distributed  to  residential 
tenants  and  will  include  strategies  to  reduce  waste  through  recycling  and  reuse 
programs.  As  shown  in  Appendix  D,  diversion  of  waste  from  the  disposal  stream  is 
expected  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  by  1,117  metric  tons  or  1,231  short  tons  at  the 
office  spaces  and  364  metric  tons  or  401  tons  at  the  residential  spaces. 

Water  Efficiency/Wastewater  Reduction 

Water  efficiency  is  not  only  important  for  conserving  potable  water  and  reducing 
wastewater  generation,  but  also  for  reducing  energy.  Nationally,  about  four  percent 
of  electricity  use  can  be  attributed  to  the  treatment  of  potable  water  and 
wastewater,  excluding  the  energy  use  associated  with  water  heating.  Therefore,  the 
Proponents'  commitment  to  reducing  water  use  and  wastewater  generation  through 
the  installation  of  low-flow  fixtures  not  only  supports  the  overall  sustainability  goals, 
but  further  mitigates  the  potential  impacts  from  energy  use  on  the  climate.  A 
discussion  of  planned  measures  to  reduce  water  use  is  provided  in  Appendix  D. 
Together,  low-flow  and  low-flush  plumbing  fixtures  are  anticipated  to  reduce  indoor 
water  use  by  at  least  30  percent  across  the  Project.  In  addition,  the  potential 
greenhouse  gas  reduction  associated  with  operational  and  construction  and 
demolition  waste  reduction  is  almost  1,500m  tons  of  CO2  per  year4. 


4  CO2  in  this  case  represents  COzE=  CO2  Equivalent. 
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4.3. 1.6  Passive  House 

Passive  House  is  a  rigorous,  voluntary  standard  for  energy  efficiency  in  a  building, 
reducing  its  ecological  footprint.  It  results  in  ultra-low  energy  buildings  that  require 
little  energy  for  space  heating  or  cooling.  Passive  House  is  a  design  process  that  is 
integrated  with  architectural  design  that  focuses  on  achieving  very  low  energy  use 
for  heating  and  cooling  buildings  by  implementing  design  solutions  such  as 
optimized  orientation  and  shading,  superinsulation,  passive  solar  gains,  air-tight 
envelope,  elimination  of  thermal  bridges  and  efficient  HVAC.  The  program  is 
relatively  new  in  the  United  States  but  has  been  expanding  across  Europe. 

There  are  no  prescriptive  insulation  requirements  for  Passive  House  certification, 
however,  in  order  to  meet  the  strict  energy  use  requirements,  a  highly  insulated 
envelope  is  essential.  The  insulation  has  to  be  continuous  and  connection  details 
free  of  thermal  bridges.  Achieving  Passive  House  certification  also  requires  the 
design  to  meet  stringent  airtightness  standards.  Performance  must  be  verified 
through  blower  door  testing  of  the  entire  building  after  construction. 

The  Proponent  has  studied  the  potential  to  make  Block  23  a  passive  house  including 
optimizing  envelope  insulation,  window  systems,  and  HVAC  system  type  and 
controls.  Block  23  was  chosen  for  study,  as  its  high  envelope  opacity  makes  it  a 
better  candidate  than  the  other  residential  building.  Table  4-13  highlights  the 
changes  made  to  the  energy  model  inputs  to  reflect  a  passive  house  building. 
Increased  envelope  insulation,  triple-pane  window  glazing  and  the  use  of  VRF 
system  are  the  primary  energy  conservation  measures  employed  to  reduce  energy 
load  in  Block  23. 

Table  4-13  Block  23  Passive  House  Key  Model  Assumptions 


Building  Component  Base  Case1  Passive  House  Case 

: 

Square  Footage/Usage 

Area  306,000  sf  Residential,  2,300  sf  Retail,  1 1,200  sf  Lobby,  4,500  sf  Town  House 

Space  Description_ Residential,  Retail,  Lobby,  and  Town  House 

Building  Exterior  Envelope  (Construction  Assemblies) 

Insulation  Entirely  Above  Deck 

Roof  Assembly  R-50  c.i.  (U-0.020) 

R-30  c.i.  (U-0.032) 

Wall  Assembly  Steel  Framed  R-13+R-10  c.i.  (U-0.055)  R-32  c.i.  (U-0.028) 

Window-to-Wall  Ratio  40%  40% 


Windows  and  Glazing 


Solar  Heat  Gain  Coefficient 


Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  U:  0.42 
Metal  Framing  (operable)-  U:  0.50 
Metal  Framing  (fixed)-  0.40 
Metal  Framing  (operable)-  0.40 


Triple  Glazing  U-0.22 
0.25 


HVAC  Systems  and  Controls 


HVAC  System  System  #1:  PTAC 


Variable  Refrigerant  Flow,  Enthalpy  Wheel 
84%  Effectiveness 


1  Based  case  represents  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  conditions. 

DHW  =  Domestic  Hot  Water 
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Energy  modeling  was  conducted  with  the  outlined  inputs  to  estimate  the  annual 
energy  consumption  of  Block  23  as  a  Passive  House  building.  The  Passive  House 
version  of  Block  23  would  consume  8,091  MMBtu  of  energy  per  year,  a  42  percent 
savings  over  the  Base  Case  and  a  22  percent  over  the  Design  Case.  This  corresponds 
to  322  tons  per  year  reduction  of  GHG,  126  tons  per  year  more  than  the  Design 
Case.  More  information  on  the  energy  modeling  of  the  passive  house  scenario  is 
presented  in  Appendix  D. 

The  Project  design  team  has  been  involved  with  the  design  and  construction  of 
several  Passive  House  project,  and  per  their  analysis  of  two  recent  projects,  Passive 
House  strategies  result  in  an  approximately  four  percent  increase  in  the  construction 
cost  and  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  design  and  construction  execution. 
Although  the  initial  review  seems  to  indicate  a  significant  reduction  in  the  building 
annual  operating  cost,  the  environmental  benefits  and  financial  feasibility  of  Passive 
House  should  be  reevaluated  as  the  design  progresses  and  as  the  owner  and 
occupants  of  the  building  and  their  needs  are  better  identified.  The  Proponent  is 
aware  of  the  environmental  benefits  of  Passive  House  design  and  the  utility 
incentives  provided  by  MassSave;  however,  the  Proponent  cannot  commit  to 
pursuing  Passive  House  certification  for  any  of  the  residential  blocks  at  this  time  due 
to  lack  of  final  building  design  and  they  need  to  further  consider  the  opportunity 
costs  and  trade-offs  associated  with  the  Passive  House  certification  because  the 
Proponent  is  not  anticipating  being  the  owner/operator  of  the  residential  buildings 
and  would  likely  not  realize  the  benefits  of  the  upfront  costs/investment  in  the 
current  climate. 

4.3. 1.7  On-Site  Renewable  Energy  Evaluation 

A  variety  of  clean  and  renewable  energy  sources  were  analyzed  including  solar 
panels,  wind,  and  cogeneration  in  the  form  of  CHP.  While  not  included  in  the  base 
design  assumptions  of  the  preliminary  energy  models,  these  systems  will  continue  to 
be  evaluated  as  the  Project  design  advances. 

Solar  Photovoltaic  Panels 

Solar,  or  Photovoltaic  ("PV"),  panels  are  comprised  of  an  array  of  small  solar  cells 
that  convert  sunlight  to  electricity.  The  constant  and  significant  improvements  in  PV 
technologies  are  making  PV  systems  lighter  and  more  cost  efficient.  This  Project  has 
the  potential  for  a  variety  of  flat  rooves  on  the  Project's  buildings  that  may  be 
appropriate  for  PV  system  installation.  The  Solar  Massachusetts  Renewable  Target 
("SMART")  incentive  program  is  currently  being  designed  by  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Energy  Resources,  and  is  expected  to  be  available  in  2018. 

The  Proponent  has  studied  the  effects  of  PV  on  four  buildings  that  could  be 
implemented  by  the  Project.  These  scenarios  assumed  a  system  that  covers  the 
useable  area  for  Blocks  21  A,  21 B,  23  and  26.  The  results  of  this  study  are  presented 
in  Table  4-14.  Implementing  a  PV  system  would  result  in  a  system  that  covers  7%  of 
the  total  anticipated  electric  load  of  the  four  buildings,  with  a  production  of 
913,409  kWh  and  utility  savings  of  $132,444  a  year.  The  sizing  of  the  PV  systems  was 
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determined  by  an  estimate  of  the  available  roof  space  and  with  consideration  of 
anticipated  roof  shading  (Seen  in  Appendix  D).  This  would  result  in  324  tons  per  year 
reduction  in  GHG  emissions. 


Table  4-14  Solar  PV  Parameters 


Building 

System  Area 
(sf) 

System 

Capacity 

(kW) 

System 

Production 

(kWh) 

Energy  Cost 

Savings 

(S/yr)1 

GHG  Savings 
(tons/yr) 

Block  21A 

10,000 

169 

216,199 

31,349 

77 

Block  21 B 

9,000 

158 

202,127 

29,308 

72 

Block  23 

15,000 

263 

336,451 

48,785 

119 

Block  26 

7,000 

124 

158,632 

23,002 

56 

Total 

41,000 

714 

913,409 

132,444 

324 

1.  Energy  cost  savings  based  on  $0. 145/kWh  with  no  system  degradation 


The  results  of  Solar  PV  analysis  show  that  the  technology  could  be  very  beneficial  to 
the  Project.  A  payback  analysis  for  the  Solar  PV  system  shows  an  implementation 
cost  of  $2,493,750  including  design,  permitting  and  installation.  Based  on  current 
federal  tax  code  and  projected  SMART  program  incentives,  a  1 1 -year  payback 
period  would  be  associated  with  the  implementation  of  Solar  PV  on  the  four 
proposed  buildings.  Additional  information  on  the  Solar  System  Payback  Analysis 
can  be  found  in  Appendix  D. 

The  Proponent  has  experience  in  installing  PV  systems  at  previous  development 
projects  and  has  found  that  small  rooftop  systems  that  are  limited  by  competing 
space  requirements  (similar  to  the  one  studied)  are  typically  infeasible.  This  is 
evidenced  by  the  11 -year  payback  (including  available  incentives)  and  913.4  MWh 
total  system  production,  which  represents  only  six  percent  of  the  estimated  electrical 
consumption  of  the  Project.  At  a  minimum,  the  Project  buildings  will  be  designed  to 
be  "solar  ready"  with  the  appropriate  structural  capacity  and  electrical  infrastructure 
to  incorporate  a  Solar  PV  system  at  a  future  date,  should  a  system  prove  feasible. 

Combined  Heat  and  Power 

Cogeneration,  or  CHP,  provides  an  opportunity  to  reduce  electric  demand  and  provide 
useful  heating  at  the  same  time.  The  CHP  engine  utilizes  natural  gas  fuel  input  to 
produce  electricity  and  recoverable  heat.  For  residential  and  hotel  uses,  the 
recovered  heat  is  used  for  domestic  hot  water  heating  reducing  the  load  on  the 
boilers.  CHP  systems  reduce  GHG  emissions  by  removing  the  inefficiencies  of 
transmitting  electricity  and  natural  gas  from  a  power  plant  to  the  Project  Site  and  by 
using  cleaner  natural  gas  as  a  fuel  source.  The  Proponent  has  evaluated  using  steam 
from  a  potential  district  CHP  and  the  use  of  individual  CHPs  at  Project  buildings.  The 
details  of  these  analyses  are  presented  in  Appendix  D. 

There  is  currently  no  district  co-generation  plant  that  services  this  area  of  Somerville  in 
existence.  A  study  was  done  to  determine  the  feasibility  and  benefits  of  connecting  to  a 
district  plant  should  one  come  online  in  the  future.  The  analysis  was  conducted  under 
two  scenarios:  using  district  steam  from  a  CHP  plant  for  heating  energy  and  using 
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district  steam  from  a  CHP  plan  for  both  heating  and  cooling  via  absorption  chillers. 
Assuming  that  steam  would  be  used  for  just  heating  energy  the  combined  total  energy 
savings  would  be  38  percent  over  the  proposed  design.  This  corresponds  to  an 
electricity  savings  of  6,727  MWh  and  a  GHG  savings  of  2,388  tons  per  year  at  the  Project 
Site.  If  steam  was  used  for  both  heating  and  cooling  energy  via  absorption  chillers,  the 
Project  would  reduce  total  energy  consumption  by  56  percent  over  the  proposed 
design.  This  is  equivalent  to  an  electricity  savings  of  9,523  MWh  or  3,381  tons  per  year  of 
GHG.  Since  such  a  district  energy  plant  does  not  exist  in  the  area,  district  CHP  is  not  a 
feasible  option  at  this  time. 

The  Proponent  considered  the  installation  of  individual  CHPs  at  the  Project  buildings 
considering  the  anticipated  demand  for  waste  heat  shown  in  the  energy  modeling.  The 
results  of  this  analysis  are  presented  in  Table  4-1 5.  Using  individually  sized  CHPs  across 
the  Project  would  result  in  a  total  annual  electricity  generation  of  2,881  MWh  and  would 
displace  15,127  MMBtu  of  natural  gas.  However,  the  operation  of  these  CHPs  would 
require  37,  223  MMBtu  of  natural  gas.  As  such,  most  of  the  CHPs  show  negative  GHG 
savings,  indicating  that  there  is  not  sufficient  demand  for  the  waste  heat  to  outweigh  the 
gas  consumed  by  the  CHPs.  Only  Block  23  shows  a  positive  GHG  savings  of  3  tons  per 
year. 


Table  4-15  CHP  Energy  Use  and  GHG  Parameters 


Building 

System 

Capacity 

(kW) 

Electricity 

Generation 

(kWh) 

Gas 

Displaced 

(MMBtu)1 

Gas 

Consumed 

(MMBtu)2 

Electricity 

GHG  Savings 

(tpy) 

Gas  GHG 

Savings 

(tpy)3 

Total  GHG 

Savings 

(tpy)4 

Block  21A 

206 

815,669 

3,778 

10,436 

290 

-390 

-100 

Block  21 B 

306 

1,211,146 

5,610 

15,497 

430 

-579 

-149 

Block  23 

64 

355,082 

2,166 

4,261 

126 

-123 

3 

Block  25 

35 

196,669 

1,459 

3,048 

70 

-93 

-23 

Block  26 

77 

303,221 

2,114 

3,981 

108 

-109 

-2 

Total 

688 

2,881,787 

15,127 

37,223 

1,023 

-1,294 

-271 

1.  Represents  the  natural  gas  displaced  because  waste  heat  from  the  CHP  is  used  instead. 

2.  Represents  the  natural  gas  used  to  fire  the  CHP  unit. 


3.  The  summation  of  both  GHG  savings  and  emissions  from  natural  gas  displaced  and  natural  gas  consumed.  A  negative 
number  indicates  more  natural  gas  is  consumed  than  displaced. 

4.  Summation  of  GHG  savings  from  electricity  generation  and  natural  gas  displacement  and  consumption.  A  negative 
number  indicates  the  CHP  would  result  in  GHG  emissions,  not  savings,  because  there  is  not  a  sufficient  demand  for 
waste  heat. 

Multiple  challenges  exist  that  hinder  the  installation  of  individual  CHPs  at  the 
Project's  residential  uses  including  service  routing,  capacity,  condensate  disposal  and 
long-term  pricing.  CHP  approaches  work  well  with  projects  that  can  utilize  all  the 
electricity  and  process  reject  heat  that  the  plant  generates  at  all  hours  of  the  day. 
Buildings  in  this  Project  will  not  have  a  demand  for  continuous  heating  capacity 
available  from  a  CHP  plant;  there  is  no  swimming  pool,  laundry,  large  shower/hot 
water  load,  or  other  constant  process  load  which  can  take  advantage  of  the  waste 
heat,  other  than  the  lab  building  which  will  need  a  small  amount  of  summer  reheat. 
As  such,  the  Proponent  is  not  committing  to  using  a  CHP  system  at  this  time  but  will 
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continue  to  study  the  possibility  at  the  design  progresses  and  will  consider  the  utility 
incentives  such  as  those  currently  provided  by  MassSave. 

Solar  Thermal 

Solar  thermal  was  considered  at  the  Project  Site.  Solar  thermal  works  in  a  manner 
similar  to  PV  systems,  except  solar  energy  is  used  to  create  heat  to  offset  domestic 
hot  water  load  instead  of  electricity.  Akin  to  PV  systems,  solar  thermal  requires 
unhindered  sunlight  to  operate  at  peak  efficiency.  The  placement  of  a  solar  thermal 
system  would  be  in  the  same  place  analyzed  for  the  PV  Systems  and  would  suffer 
from  shading  on  a  portion  of  the  project's  rooftops. 

Like  cogeneration,  solar  thermal  works  best  when  there  is  a  consistent  annual  load 
that  can  use  the  heat  produced  by  the  solar  thermal  panels.  Solar  thermal  systems 
generate  the  greatest  energy  during  the  summer  months,  when  daylight  hours  are 
longer  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  year.  Buildings  in  this  Project  will  not  have  a 
demand  for  continuous  heating  capacity  available  from  solar  thermal;  there  is  no 
swimming  pool,  laundry,  large  shower/hot  water  load,  or  other  constant  process 
load  which  can  take  advantage  of  the  waste  heat,  other  than  the  lab  building  which 
will  need  a  small  amount  of  summer  reheat.  As  such  a  solar  thermal  system  was 
ruled  out  from  the  Project  design. 

Wind 

Wind  electricity  generation  has  been  considered  at  this  Project  location.  Based  on 
information  noted  on  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy  "WINDExchange"  website  for 
Massachusetts,5  this  location  is  estimated  to  have  an  average  wind  speed  of 
5.0-6.0  meters/second  at  80  meters  in  height.  This  average  wind  speed  is  on  the 
lower  end  of  the  wind  speed  spectrum  and  at  a  minimal  level  for  potential  wind 
generation  equipment.6'7  For  this  reason,  the  Proponent  is  not  committed  to 
installing  standalone  wind  turbines  on-site  or  a  roof-top  wind  harvesting  system  on 
the  rooftop  of  the  proposed  buildings  at  this  time. 

4.3. 1.8  Energy  Efficiency  Assistance 

Given  the  quantity  of  Energy  Conservation  Measures  ("ECMs")  to  be  included  in  this 
Project,  and  the  Project  size,  the  Proponent  will  follow  the  MassSave  Whole  Building 
Program  and  the  selected  Technical  Assistant  ("TA")  will  develop  a  series  of  energy 
models  to  estimate  the  operating  costs  and  energy  savings  associated  with  each 
ECM.  The  Proponent  and  the  design  team  will  involve  the  utility  companies  in  the 
early  stages  of  design  -  between  pre-schematic  design  and  completion  of  the 


5  http://apps2.eere.energy.gov/wind/windexchange/wind_resource_maps.asp?stateab=ma 

6  The  wind  resource  map  shows  the  predicted  mean  annual  wind  speeds  at  an  80-m  height,  presented  at  a  spatial  resolution  of 

about  2  kilometers  that  is  interpolated  to  a  finer  scale  for  display.  Areas  with  annual  average  wind  speeds  around  6.5  meters 
per  second  and  greater  at  80-m  height  are  generally  considered  to  have  a  resource  suitable  for  wind  development. 

7  The  average  wind  speeds  indicated  on  this  map  are  model-derived  estimates  that  may  not  represent  the  true  wind  resource  at  any 

given  location.  Small  terrain  features,  vegetation,  buildings,  and  atmospheric  effects  may  cause  the  wind  speed  to  depart  from 
the  map  estimates. 
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design  development  phase  -  by  holding  an  Energy  Charrette  to  review  the  scope  of 
project  and  energy  conservation  opportunities.  This  approach  qualifies  the  client  and 
the  design  team  for  the  Integrated  Design  Path  which  generally  leads  to  better 
design  strategies,  greater  energy  savings,  and  potentially  higher  incentive  rates.  By 
working  with  these  utilities  throughout  the  design  process,  the  Proponent  will 
evaluate  additional  energy  conservation  strategies  and,  therefore,  additional  energy 
savings  and  associated  GHG  emissions  reductions  may  be  achieved. 

4.3.2  Mobile  Source  Emissions  Assessment 

Mobile  source  GHG  emissions  are  based  upon  the  traffic  volumes,  the  distance 
vehicles  travel  and  GHG  emission  rates.  The  mobile  source  emissions  are  calculated 
by  performing  a  mesoscale  analysis  to  evaluate  the  changes  in  CO2  emissions  for  the 
existing  and  future  conditions  within  the  traffic  study  area.  The  GHG  mobile  source 
analysis  estimates  the  area-wide  CO2  emissions  from  vehicle  traffic  for  a  period  of 
one  year.  Mobile  source  emissions  were  calculated  by  performing  an  annual  GHG 
emissions  mesoscale  analysis  to  evaluate  the  estimated  change  in  CO2  emissions  for 
the  existing  and  future  conditions  within  the  study  area. 

4.3.2. 1  Analysis  Conditions 

Consistent  with  the  traffic  analysis,  the  following  conditions  were  analyzed:  the 
Existing  Condition;  and  the  future  No-Build,  Build,  and  Build  with  Mitigation 
Conditions.  The  analysis  compares  the  future  No-Build,  Build,  and  Build  with 
Mitigation  Conditions  in  order  to  identify  the  anticipated  changes  in  traffic 
conditions  and  mobile  source  GHG  emissions  as  a  result  of  the  Project.  Where 
applicable,  the  Existing  Condition  is  considered  for  comparison  purposes  only. 

4.3.2.2  Mobile  Source  Emission  Rates  and  Inventories 

EPA's  Office  of  Transportation  and  Air  Quality  ("OTAQ")  has  developed  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Emission  Simulator  ("MOVES")8.  MOVES2014a  is  EPA’s  latest  motor  vehicle 
emissions  model  for  state  and  local  agencies  to  estimate  GHG  and  other  emissions 
from  cars,  trucks,  buses,  and  motorcycles. 

All  the  vehicle  emissions  used  in  mobile  source  GHG  analysis  were  obtained  using 
EPA’s  MOVES2014a  emissions  model.  MOVES2014a  calculates  emission  factors  from 
motor  vehicles  in  a  mass  per  distance  format  (often  grams  per  mile)  for  existing  and 
future  conditions  and  applies  these  factors  to  Vehicle  Miles  Travelled  ("VMT")  data 
to  obtain  emissions  inventories.  The  emissions  calculated  for  this  air  quality 
assessment  include  Tier  3  emission  standards,  which  is  an  EPA  program  that  sets 
new  vehicle  emissions  standards,  including  lowering  the  sulfur  content  of  gasoline, 
heavy-duty  engine  and  vehicle  greenhouse  gas  regulations  (2014-2018),  and  the 
second  phase  of  light-duty  vehicle  GHG  regulations  (2017-2025).  It  also  includes 
Massachusetts-specific  conditions,  such  as  the  state  vehicle  registration  age 


8  MOVES2014a  (Motor  Vehicles  Emission  Simulator),  December  201 5,  US  EPA,  Office  of  Mobile  Sources,  Ann  Arbor,  Ml. 
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distribution  and  the  statewide  Inspection  and  Maintenance  ("I/M")  Program.9  These 
stringent  emissions  regulation  programs  often  result  in  smaller  emissions  inventories 
with  the  passage  of  time  when  comparing  similar  scenarios.  Input  data  for  the  model 
was  obtained  from  DEP  and  used  Project-specific  developed  inputs  where 
appropriate. 

The  MOVES2014a  model  was  run  at  a  project-level  to  obtain  emission  factors  for 
each  link  of  the  mesoscale  analysis.  The  model  was  set  to  calculate  the  emissions 
burden  by  choosing  to  model  emissions  processes  that  are  specifically  related  to 
vehicles  in  the  study  area.  Links  were  created  that  used  the  appropriate  speeds  and 
grades  for  each  roadway  segment. 

43.23  Traffic  Data 

The  mobile  source  GHG  study  used  traffic  data  (volumes,  delays,  and  speeds) 
developed  for  each  analysis  condition.  The  mesoscale  analysis  for  CO2  emissions 
considered  a  yearly  traffic  volume  developed  from  weekday  periods.  The  vehicle 
miles  traveled  data  used  in  the  GHG  analysis  were  developed  based  on  the  traffic 
data  analyzed  in  this  report  (Chapter  3,  Transportation). 

43.2.4  Existing  Mobile  Source  CO2  Emissions 

Table  4-16  presents  CO2  emissions  from  mobile  sources  under  all  conditions.  The 
calculation  of  Existing  Conditions  mobile  source  emissions  provides  a  base  for  which 
future  years  are  evaluated.  The  mobile  source  analysis  calculated  the  existing  CO2 
emissions  from  the  major  roadways  in  the  study  area.  These  CO2  emissions, 
estimated  to  be  52,158  tpy,  establish  a  baseline  to  which  future  emissions  can  be 
compared.  Results  are  presented  in  short  tons  (2,000  lbs.)  per  year. 

4.3.2. 5  Future  Mobile  Source  CO2  Emissions 

Future  Project-related  mobile  source  CO2  emissions  calculations  are  based  upon 
changes  in  traffic  and  emission's  factor  data.  The  traffic  data  includes  traffic  volumes, 
vehicle  miles  traveled  and  roadway  operations.  The  emission  factor  data  includes 
emission  reduction  programs  and  years  of  analysis. 

The  future  CO2  emission  factors  are  lower  than  the  existing  emissions  due  to  the 
implementation  of  emission  control  programs,  such  as  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle 
Emission  Control  Program  (Tier  3),  the  Stage  II  Vapor  Recovery  System,  and  the 
Massachusetts  Vehicle  inspection  and  Maintenance  program. 

The  mobile  source  analysis  estimated  the  future  study  area  CO2  emissions  due  to  the 
changes  in  traffic  and  emission  data.  Under  the  No-Build  Condition,  CO2  emissions 
were  estimated  to  be  59,777  tpy.  Under  the  Build  Condition,  the  CO2  emissions  were 
estimated  to  be  61,573  tpy. 


9  The  Stage  II  Vapor  Recovery  System  is  the  process  of  collecting  gasoline  vapors  form  vehicles  as  they  are  refueled.  This  requires 
the  use  of  a  special  gasoline  nozzle  at  the  fuel  pump. 
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The  total  Project-related  mobile  source  GHG  emissions  are  1,795  tpy,  as  presented  in 
Table  4-16.  The  1,795  tpy  increase  in  CO2  emission  represents  a  3  percent  increase  in 
CO2  emissions  for  the  mesoscale  study  area  for  future  conditions. 


Table  4-16  Mobile  Source  CO2  Emissions  Analysis  Results  (tpy) 


Pollutant 

2017 

Existing  Conditions 

2024 

No-Build  Conditions 

2024 

Build  Conditions 

Project-related 
CO2  Emissions1 

Greenhouse  Gas  (CO2) 

52,158 

59,777 

61,573 

1,795 

1  Represents  the  difference  in  CO2  emissions  between  the  Build  and  No-Build  Conditions. 


4.3.2.6  Proposed  Mitigation  Measures 

The  mobile  source  GHG  assessment  calculated  the  GHG  emissions  for  Project- 
related  mobile  sources.  A  transportation  mitigation  program  has  been  developed  to 
mitigate  the  impacts  of  Project-related  traffic.  Specifically,  the  traffic  mitigation 
measures  proposed  by  the  Proponents  to  minimize  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  full 
build-out  of  the  Project  include  multiple  TDM  measures  and  adaptive  signal  controls 
at  the  four  intersections  associated  with  Lombardi  Way,  Mystic  Avenue  1-93 
Southbound  Off-ramp,  and  Broadway  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  study  area. 

The  effects  of  the  adaptive  signal  controllers  on  the  traffic  network  have  not  been 
quantitatively  assessed  but  are  presented  in  Section  3.4.  Due  to  the  abundance  of 
development  occurring  in  the  area,  mitigation  measures  have  already  been 
proposed  or  installed  at  intersections  across  the  study  area.  The  adaptive  signal 
controls  at  the  proposed  intersections  would  reduce  vehicle  delay  and 
consequentially  reduce  GHG  emissions. 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  implementing  a  TDM  program.  A  full  description  of 
the  TDM  program  is  detailed  in  Chapter  3,  Section  3.4.  Implementation  of  the  TDM 
program  is  expected  to  improve  air  quality  in  the  study  area  by  promoting  the  use 
of  alternative  forms  of  transportation  over  the  use  of  single-occupant  motor  vehicle 
("SOV")  trips  to  the  Project  Site.  This  modal  shift  results  in  lower  Project-related 
VMT  which  consequentially  reduces  indirect  Project  emissions.  Although  not  easily 
modeled,  previous  estimates  of  similar  TDM  programs  in  an  urban  area  have  ranged 
on  the  order  of  two  percent  reduction  in  vehicle  miles  travelled  from  the  Project 
generated  trips.  Assuming  a  similar  relationship  to  GHG  emissions,  this  would 
correlate  to  an  approximately  36  tons  of  C02  per  year  reduction  in  mobile  source 
GHG  based  on  estimated  Project  emissions.  This  results  in  a  final  Project-related  CO2 
emissions  of  1,759  tpy.  These  savings  are  shown  in  Table  4-17. 

Table  4-17  Mobile  Source  CO2  Emissions  Mitigation  Analysis  Results  (tpy) 


Pollutant 

Project-Related 
CO2  Emissions1 

Estimated 
Reductions  Due  to 
TDM  Measures2 

Resulting  Project- 
Related  CO2 
Emissions 

Greenhouse  Gas  (CO2) 

1,795 

36 

1,759 
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1  Represents  the  difference  in  CO2  emissions  between  the  Build  and  No-Build  Conditions 

2  Mitigation  from  TDM  Measures  estimated  as  2  percent  of  unmitigated  Project-related  emissions. 

4.4  Mitigation 

The  Project  will  provide  mitigation  to  reduce  both  stationary  and  mobile  source  GHG 
emissions.  As  currently  designed,  the  Project  will  reduce  stationary  source  GHG 
emissions  by  using  HVAC  equipment  and  glazing  that  is  more  efficient  than  the  base 
code,  using  low-flow  water  fixtures,  and  by  reducing  lighting  power  densities.  Some 
of  these  measures  are  traded-off  to  account  for  the  below-code  building  envelopes. 
As  noted  above,  the  exact  stationary  source  mitigation  measures  are  subject  to 
change  throughout  design,  but  the  overall  the  Project  will  achieve  the  overall  energy 
savings  and  GHG  reductions  presented  herein. 

The  Project  is  also  considering  other  beneficial  measures  such  as  building 
commissioning,  providing  a  green  jtenant  manual,  and  using  energy  star  equipment. 
The  Proponent  will  continue  to  study  the  potential  for  alternative  or  renewable 
energy  sources  to  be  incorporated  into  the  project.  The  Project's  rooftops  will  be 
constructed  "solar-ready"  should  a  PV  system  prove  feasible  in  the  future. 

The  Project  will  reduce  mobile  source  GHG  emissions  by  implementing  multiple 
traffic  mitigation  measures.  The  traffic  mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the 
Proponents  to  minimize  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  full  build-out  of  the  Project  include 
multiple  TDM  measures  and  adaptive  signal  controls  at  the  four  intersections 
associated  with  Lombardi  Way,  Mystic  Avenue  1-93  Southbound  Off-ramp,  and 
Broadway  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  study  area. 
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5 

Air  Quality 

This  chapter  describes  the  air  quality  analyses  performed  for  the  Project,  consisting 
of  an  evaluation  of  existing  air  quality  near  the  Project  Site,  a  mobile  source 
mesoscale  air  quality  analysis  to  assess  Project  related  motor  vehicle  trips,  and 
potential  garage  emissions.  Supporting  information  can  be  found  in  Appendix  D,  Air 
Quality  and  Greenhouse  Gas  Supporting  Documentation. 

5.1  Key  Findings 

Key  findings  related  to  air  quality  include: 

>  The  air  quality  assessment  demonstrates  that  the  Project  complies  with  local, 
state,  and  federal  air  quality  requirements. 

>  The  Project  will  incorporate  reasonable  and  feasible  mitigation  measures  to 
reduce  VOCs  and  NOx  emissions  for  the  build  condition,  including  a  TDM  plan 
and  adaptive  signal  controls. 

>  The  Project  will  provide  a  suitable  setback  between  residences  and  built  and 
planted  elements  to  prevent  unhealthy  indoor  air  quality  due  to  the  proximity  of 
major  transportation  facilities. 

5.2  Air  Quality  Impacts 

This  section  presents  an  overview  of  the  air  quality  assessment  conducted  for  the 
Project.  The  purpose  of  the  air  quality  assessment  is  to  demonstrate  that  the  Project 
will  not  result  in  a  violation  of  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal  air  quality 
standards  and  to  demonstrate  there  are  mitigation  measures  that  will  reduce  the 
Project's  VOC  and  NOx  emissions. 

5.2.1  Mesoscale  Analysis 

In  accordance  with  the  Massachusetts  State  Implementation  Plan  ("SIP")  for  ozone 
attainment  and  the  Clean  Air  Act  Amendments  ("CAAA"),  an  indirect  source  review 
analysis  was  conducted  for  the  Project  because  it  would  generate  6,000  or  more  new 
trips  to  the  volume  of  average  daily  traffic  ("adt")  in  the  study  area.  This  analysis  was 
conducted  in  accordance  with  MassDEP's  Guidelines  for  Performing  Mesoscale 
Analysis  of  Indirect  Sources  as  described  below. 
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5.2. 1.1  Background 

The  purpose  of  the  mesoscale  analysis  is  to  estimate  the  area-wide  emissions  of 
VOC  and  NOx  during  a  typical  day  in  the  peak  ozone  season  (summer),  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  the  SIP.  The  mesoscale  analysis  evaluates  the  change  in 
VOC  and  NOx  emissions  from  the  average  daily  traffic  volumes  and  vehicle  emission 
rates.  To  demonstrate  compliance  with  the  SIP  criteria,  the  air  quality  study  must 
show  the  Project's  change  in  daily  (24-hour  period)  VOC  and  NOx  emissions. 

MassDEP  has  established  guidelines  that  define  the  modeling  and  review  criteria  for 
air  quality  studies  prepared  pursuant  to  review  under  MEPA.  These  guidelines 
require  that  mesoscale  analyses  be  prepared  for  proposed  development  projects  to 
determine  the  change  in  Project-related  ozone  precursor  emissions.  The 
predominant  source  of  ozone  precursor  emissions  anticipated  from  the  Project  is 
emissions  from  Project-related  traffic.  Ozone  is  not  directly  emitted  by  motor  vehicles, 
but  is  generated  when  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  from  motor  vehicles,  stationary 
sources,  and  area  sources  react  in  the  atmosphere  with  sunlight  and  heat.  Project- 
related  ozone  impacts  are  determined  by  assessing  the  changes  in  VOC  and  NOx 
emissions  of  motor  vehicles.  MassDEP  criteria  require  that  proposed  development 
projects  include  all  reasonable  and  feasible  emission  reduction  mitigation  measures  if 
the  ozone  emissions  from  the  Build  Condition  are  greater  than  the  No-Build 
Condition.  Massachusetts  has  incorporated  this  criterion  into  the  SIP. 

Somerville,  in  Middlesex  County,  is  in  attainment  for  all  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  ("NAAQS")  criteria  pollutants  except  for  the  8-hour  (1997  Revoked)  and  1- 
hour  (1979  Revoked)  Ozone  standards.  As  such,  the  air  quality  analysis  calculated 
emission  inventories  of  the  two  pollutants  that  contribute  to  the  violation  of  the 
Ozone  NAAQS  from  mobile  sources-VOC  and  NOx.  Other  criteria  pollutants  are  not 
of  concern  for  the  City  and  are  not  required  to  be  quantified. 

5.2. 1.2  Methodology 

The  mesoscale  analysis  evaluates  the  change  in  emissions  with  and  without  the 
Project:  specifically,  daily  (24-hour  period)  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  from  the  average 
daily  traffic  volumes  and  vehicle  emission  rates.  MassDEP  guidelines  require  that  the 
air  quality  study  utilize  traffic  and  emissions  data  for  existing  and  future  (No-Build 
and  Build)  conditions.  The  traffic  and  emissions  data  are  incorporated  into  the  EPA 
and  MassDEP  air  quality  models  to  generate  emission's  estimates  that  demonstrate 
whether  the  Project  will  have  air  quality  impacts. 

The  mesoscale  air  quality  analysis  utilizes  developed  traffic  data  (volumes,  speeds, 
and  roadway  geometry)  and  emission  factor  data  for  Existing,  No-Build,  Build,  and 
Build  with  Mitigation  Conditions.  The  mesoscale  study  area  includes  all  links  studied 
by  the  traffic  analysis.  Some  of  the  major  roadways  that  were  included  in  the 
mesoscale  analysis  include  the  Fellsway,  Middlesex  Avenue,  Mystic  Avenue,  Grand 
Union  Boulevard,  McGrath  Highway  and  other  local  streets. 

The  mesoscale  analysis  calculates  the  changes  in  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  for  the 
existing  and  future  conditions  within  the  study  area.  The  mesoscale  analysis  traffic 


Air  Quality 
5-2 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


and  emission  factor  data  were  developed  for  the  aforementioned  conditions.  These 
data  were  incorporated  into  the  air  quality  model  to  evaluate  the  changes  in  VOC 
and  NOx  emissions. 

Emission  Factor  Modeling 

EPA’s  Office  of  Transportation  and  Air  Quality  ("OTAQ")  has  developed  the  Motor 
Vehicle  Emission  Simulator  ("MOVES").1  MOVES2014a  is  EPA's  latest  motor  vehicle 
emissions  model  for  state  and  local  agencies  to  estimate  VOCs,  NOx,  and  other 
emissions  from  cars,  trucks,  buses,  and  motorcycles. 

All  the  vehicle  emission  factors  used  in  the  mesoscale  analysis  were  obtained  using 
EPA's  MOVES2014a  emissions  model.  MOVES2014a  calculates  emission  factors  from 
motor  vehicles  in  mass  per  distance  format  (often  grams  per  mile)  for  existing  and 
future  conditions  and  applies  these  factors  to  Vehicle  Miles  Travelled  ("VMT")  data 
to  obtain  emissions  inventories.  The  emissions  calculated  for  this  air  quality 
assessment  include  Tier  3  emission  standards,  which  is  an  EPA  program  that  sets 
new  vehicle  emissions  standards,  including  lowering  the  sulfur  content  of  gasoline, 
heavy-duty  engine,  and  vehicle  greenhouse  gas  regulations  (2014-2018),  and  the 
second  phase  of  light-duty  vehicle  GHG  regulations  (2017-2025).  it  also  includes 
Massachusetts-specific  conditions,  such  as  the  state  vehicle  registration  age 
distribution  and  the  statewide  Inspection  and  Maintenance  ("I/M")  Program.2  These 
stringent  emissions  regulation  programs  often  result  in  lower  emissions  inventories 
with  the  passage  of  time  when  comparing  similar  scenarios. 

The  MOVES2014a  model  was  run  at  a  project-level  to  obtain  emission  factors  for 
each  link  of  the  mesoscale  analysis.  The  model  was  set  to  calculate  the  emissions 
burden  by  choosing  to  model  emissions  processes  that  are  specifically  related  to  on¬ 
road  travel.  Links  were  created  that  used  the  appropriate  speeds  and  grades  for  each 
roadway  segment. 

Traffic  Data 

The  air  quality  study  used  traffic  data  (volumes)  developed  for  each  analysis 
condition.  The  mesoscale  analysis  uses  typical  daily  peak  and  off-peak  traffic 
volumes  for  the  ozone  summer  season.  The  VMT  data  used  in  the  air  quality  analysis 
were  developed  based  on  the  traffic  data  analyzed  in  Chapter  3  of  this  DEIR. 

5.2.1. 3  Existing  Mesoscale  Emissions 

The  mesoscale  analysis  calculated  the  existing  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  for  the 
Project  inventory.  These  emissions,  estimated  to  be  108.6  kilograms  per  day  (kg/day) 
of  VOCs  and  85.2  kg/day  of  NOx  establish  an  Existing  Condition  to  which  future 
emissions  can  be  compared. 


1  MOVES2014a  (Motor  Vehicles  Emission  Simulator),  November  2016,  US  EPA,  Office  of  Mobile  Sources,  Ann  Arbor,  Ml. 

2  The  Stage  II  Vapor  Recovery  System  is  the  process  of  collecting  gasoline  vapors  form  vehicles  as  they  are  refueled.  This 
requires  the  use  of  a  special  gasoline  nozzle  at  the  fuel  pump. 
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5.2. 1.4  Future  Mesoscale  Emissions 

Future  Project-related  emission  calculations  are  based  upon  changes  in  traffic  and 
emission  factor  data.  The  traffic  data  includes  traffic  volumes  that  were  used  to 
calculate  VMT  on  the  study  network.  The  emission  factor  data  included  emission 
reduction  programs,  shifts  in  vehicle  populations,  and  other  factors.  Under  the  No- 
Build  Condition,  VOC  emissions  were  estimated  to  be  103.4  kg/day  and  NOx 
emissions  were  estimated  to  be  61.1  kg/day.  The  future  VOC  and  NOx  emission 
factors  are  lower  than  the  existing  emissions  due  to  the  implementation  of  emission 
control  programs,  such  as  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Emission  Control  Program  (Tier 
3),  the  Stage  II  Vapor  Recovery  System,  and  the  Massachusetts  Vehicle  Inspection 
and  Maintenance  program. 

Under  the  Build  Condition,  as  presented  in  Table  5-1,  the  VOC  emissions  are 
estimated  to  be  108.8  kg/day  and  the  NOx  emissions  are  estimated  to  be  63.0 
kg/day.  The  Build  emissions  inventory  was  developed  by  considering  the  effects  of 
the  Project  generated  trips  on  the  No-Build  network.  The  SIP  requires  that  proposed 
projects  with  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  under  the  Build  Condition  that  are  greater 
than  the  No-Build  Condition  include  all  reasonable  and  feasible  emission  reduction 
measures. 


Table  5-1  Mesoscale  Air  Quality  Analysis  Results  (kg/day) 


Pollutant 

Existing 

No-Build 

Build 

Project- Related 

Conditions 

Conditions1 

Conditions 

Emissions2 

Volatile  Organic 

Compounds  (VOCs) 

108.6 

103.4 

108.8 

5.4 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen  (NOx) 

85.2 

61.1 

63.0 

1.9 

1  The  future  No-Build  condition  emission  factors  are  lower  than  the  Existing  Conditions  emission  factors  due  to  the 
implementation  of  state  and  federal  emission  control  programs,  such  as  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Emission 
Control  Program  (Tier  3)  and  the  Stage  II  Vapor  Recovery  System,  and  the  Massachusetts  Inspection  and 
Maintenance  program. 

2  Represents  the  difference  in  emissions  between  the  Build  and  No-Build  Conditions 

5.2. 1.5  Proposed  Mitigation  Measures 

A  transportation  mitigation  program  has  been  developed  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of 
Project-related  traffic.  Specifically,  the  traffic  mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the 
Proponents  to  minimize  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  full  build-out  of  the  Project  include 
multiple  TDM  measures  and  adaptive  signal  controls  at  the  four  intersections 
associated  with  Lombardi  Way,  Mystic  Avenue  1-93  Southbound  Off-ramp,  and 
Broadway  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  study  area. 

The  effects  of  the  adaptive  signal  controllers  on  the  traffic  network  have  not  been 
quantitatively  assessed  but  are  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Section  3.15.  Due  to  the 
abundance  of  development  occurring  in  the  area,  mitigation  measures  have  already 
been  proposed  or  installed  at  intersections  across  the  study  area.  The  adaptive 
signal  controls  at  the  proposed  intersections  would  reduce  vehicle  delay  and 
consequentially  reduce  GHG  emissions. 
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The  Proponent  is  committed  to  implementing  a  comprehensive  TDM  program.  A  full 
description  of  the  TDM  program  is  detailed  in  Chapter  3,  Section  3.16. 
Implementation  of  the  TDM  program  is  expected  to  improve  air  quality  in  the  study 
area  by  promoting  the  use  of  alternative  forms  of  transportation  over  the  use  of 
SOV  trips  to  the  Project  Site.  This  modal  shift  results  in  lower  Project-related  VMT 
which  consequentially  reduces  indirect  Project  emissions.  Previous  estimates  of 
similar  TDM  programs  in  a  suburban  area  have  ranged  on  the  order  of  a  two  to  five 
percent  reduction  in  VMT,  which  is  assumed  to  result  in  comparable  pollutant 
emission  savings.  Assuming  a  two  percent  reduction,  the  TDM  plan  is  expected  to 
provide  0.1 1  kg/day  reduction  of  VOCs  and  a  0.04  kg/day  reduction  of  NOx.  This 
results  in  a  final  Project-related  emissions  calculation  of  5.3  kg/day  of  VOCs  and  1.9 
kg/day  of  NOx.  A  summary  of  the  mitigation  emissions  reduction  is  seen  in  Table  5- 
2. 


Table  5-2  Mitigation  Analysis  Results  (kg/day) 


Pollutant 

Project-related 

Emissions1 

Estimated  Reductions 
Due  to  TDM  Measures2 

Resulting  Project- 
related  Emissions 

Volatile  Organic 

Compounds  (VOCs) 

5.4 

0.11 

5.3 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen  (NOx) 

1.9 

0.04 

1.9 

1  Represents  the  difference  in  pollutant  emissions  between  the  Build  and  No-Build  Conditions. 

2  Mitigation  from  TDM  Measures  estimated  as  2  percent  of  unmitigated  Project-related  emissions. 

3  Mitigation  from  roadway  improvement  measures,  such  as  signal  optimization. 


5.2. 1.6  Mesoscale  Analysis  Conclusion 

The  air  quality  assessment  demonstrates  that  the  Project  complies  with  local,  state, 
and  federal  air  quality  requirements.  The  Project  will  comply  with  the  CAAA  and  is 
consistent  with  the  guidelines  of  MassDEP  because  the  Project  will  incorporate 
reasonable  and  feasible  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  in 
the  ozone  mesoscale  analysis.  The  implementation  of  these  mitigation  measures  will 
reduce  the  Build  without  mitigation  VOC  and  NOx  emissions  associated  with  the 
Project. 

5.2.2  Local  Air  Quality  Conditions 

The  Certificate  on  the  EENF  called  for  a  description  and  consideration  of  multiple 
local  air  quality  topics.  This  section  describes  the  anticipated  effects  of  Interstate  93 
on  the  Project,  emissions  from  the  proposed  parking  garages  and  emissions  from 
potential  stationary  sources. 

5.2.2. 1  Interstate  93  Pollutant  Emissions 

Multiple  comments  on  the  EENF  expressed  concerned  over  the  location  of  a 
residential  building  immediately  adjacent  to  an  interstate  highway.  Studies  have 
shown  that  there  are  direct  health  impacts  associated  with  exposure  to  elevated 
concentrations  of  fine  and  ultrafine  particulate  matter.  The  EPA  has  set  regulations 
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to  protect  ambient  air  quality  from  fine  particulate  matter  ("PM"2.5)-  Regulations  do 
not  currently  exist  for  ultrafine  particulate  matter.  Since  Massachusetts  is  in 
attainment  for  the  fine  particulate  matter  NAAQS,  it  is  not  necessary  to  demonstrate 
conformity. 

The  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  ("CAFEH")3  has  studied 
localized  pollution  near  highways  and  major  roadways  in  Somerville  and  developed 
a  series  of  recommended  planning  measures  to  reduce  exposure  to  elevated 
concentrations  of  fine  and  ultrafine  particulate  matter.  Some  of  these  measures 
include  providing  high-quality  HVAC  filtration,  providing  built  or  planted  buffers,  or 
increasing  setbacks  between  residential  buildings  and  highways. 

The  residential  buildings  at  Blocks  23  and  25  are  proposed  to  be  located  in 
exceedance  of  300  feet  from  1-93,  as  recommended  by  the  City  of  Somerville  and 
associated  interest  groups,  to  reduce  air  quality  impacts  to  the  residential  program. 
This  setback  for  residential  uses  has  increased  since  the  EENF  filing.  In  addition,  built 
and  planted  elements,  including  existing  and  proposed  commercial  structures, 
adjacent  site  walls  and  a  planted  tree  grove,  are  organized  to  provide  a  buffer 
between  1-93  and  the  residential  parcels.  Creation  of  a  filtration  grove  wrapping  the 
south  end  of  Block  25.  The  filtration  grove  would  work  in  conjunction  with  the 
feature  wall  to  slow  the  flow  of  airborne  particulate  matter  from  the  adjacent 
highway  corridor  and  absorb  a  portion  of  the  increased  carbon  load. 

5.2.2.2  Parking  Garage  Emissions 

As  currently  proposed,  the  Project  will  include  multiple  parking  garages  located  in 
Blocks  21,  23  and  25.  These  garages  will  provide  a  total  of  2,560  parking  spaces.  The 
exact  design  of  parking  garages  is  not  yet  known  but  approximate  locations  have 
been  determined.  The  above-grade  structured  parking  levels  at  Block  21  will  be 
naturally  ventilated,  while  the  sub-grade  and  ground  level  parking  areas  will  be 
mechanically  ventilated.  The  exhaust  locations  will  be  located  above  10'  above  any 
sidewalk  and  will  be  located  at  areas  expected  to  receive  minimal  pedestrian  activity 
(specifically  along  Middlesex  Avenue  and  at  the  loading  and  service  entrances).  A 
similar  approach  will  be  taken  for  Block  25  as  the  sub-grade  levels  will  be 
mechanically  ventilated  and  the  exhaust  will  favor  the  loading  and  service  areas 
between  Blocks  21  +24  (facing  Middlesex  Avenue).  For  Block  23,  the  above-grade 
structured  parking  levels  will  be  fully  wrapped  by  either  usable  program  or  solid 
faqade  elements.  These  levels  are  also  intended  to  be  mechanically  ventilated  and 
the  exhaust  will  be  located  10'  above  any  sidewalk.  Parking  garages  are  anticipated 
to  primarily  serve  light-duty  passenger  vehicles  of  people  who  reside  or  work  in  the 
project  buildings. 

The  primary  pollutant  of  concern  for  parking  garages  serving  light-duty  vehicles  is 
carbon  monoxide  ("CO").  The  Project  is  in  an  attainment  area  for  CO  and  is 
consequentially  not  required  to  demonstrate  conformity  with  the  NAAQS. 
Additionally,  violation  of  the  CO  standard  set  by  the  NAAQS  has  become 


3  "Community  Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  Tufts  University,  http://sites.tufts.edu/cafeh/. 
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increasingly  infrequent.  This  is  due  to  several  factors.  Primarily,  the  vehicular 
emission  rates  of  CO  have  decreased  and  will  continue  to  decrease  with  the  passage 
of  time  due  to  newer,  more  controlled  vehicles  entering  the  fleet.4  Also,  the  CO 
background  concentrations  in  Boston  has  decreased  over  time  and  are  currently 
7  percent  and  13  percent  if  the  respective  1 -Hour  and  8-Hour  NAAQS.5 

As  design  of  the  parking  garages  progresses,  exhaust  vents  (if  mechanically- 
ventilated)  will  be  located  to  prevent  conflict  with  pedestrian  routes  or  public 
gathering  spaces.  Additionally,  the  garage  designs  will  locate  vents  so  that  CO 
concentrations  will  not  exceed  the  NAAQS  criteria  in  locations  of  ambient  air. 

5.2.23  Stationary  Source  Emissions  and  Permitting 

Sizable  combustion  equipment  (emergency  generators,  boilers,  etc.)  with  the 
potential  to  emit  air  pollutants  at  the  Proposed  Project  may  be  subject  to  air 
permitting  under  310  CMR  7.00.  MassDEP  has  established  the  "Environmental 
Results  Program"  (ERP)  to  streamline  the  certification  process  of  smaller  combustion 
equipment  subject  to  permitting  regulations. 

The  exact  sizes,  makes,  models  of  equipment  to  be  used  by  the  Project  is  currently 
unknown  and  will  be  determined  throughout  the  design  process.  However, 
equipment  that  is  likely  to  be  used  at  the  Project,  such  as  boilers  or  emergency 
generators,  may  be  subject  to  permitting  regulations.  If  a  boiler  with  a  rated  capacity 
between  10  to  40  MMBtu  per  hour  is  used  on  the  site,  the  Proponent  will  submit  the 
appropriate  self-certification  forms  under  the  ERP  process  before  the  installation  of 
the  boiler.  Additionally,  if  an  emergency  generator  with  a  rated  capacity  equal  to  or 
greater  than  37  kW  is  used  on  the  site,  the  Proponent  will  submit  the  appropriate 
self-certification  forms  under  the  ERP  process  within  60  days  of  generator  startup. 
During  the  ERP  process,  the  stationary  sources  will  be  required  to  show  compliance 
with  all  applicable  air  quality  regulations  in  order  to  ensure  public  health  and  safety. 


5.3  Mitigation 

The  Project  will  reduce  mobile  source  air  pollutant  emissions  by  implementing 
multiple  traffic  mitigation  measures.  The  traffic  mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the 
Proponents  to  minimize  the  traffic  impacts  of  the  full  build-out  of  the  Project  include 
multiple  TDM  measures  and  adaptive  signal  controls  at  the  four  intersections 
associated  with  Lombardi  Way,  Mystic  Avenue  1-93  Southbound  Off-ramp,  and 
Broadway  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  study  area. 

Additionally,  the  Project  will  safeguard  the  health  of  the  Project's  residents  and  users 
from  fine  and  ultrafine  particulate  matter  emanating  from  Interstate  93.  The  Project's 
design  in  the  DEIR  has  increased  setbacks  to  residential  buildings  from  the  proposed 


4  "Transportation  Air  Quality  Facts  and  Figures"  Vehicle  Emissions,  Federal  Highway  Administration.  January  2006. 

<https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/publications/fact_book/page1 5.cfm.> 

5  "Massachusetts  Annual  Air  Quality  Report"  Department  of  Environmental  Protection,  Bureau  of  Air  and  Waste,  Division  of  Air  and 

Climate  Programs.  Multiple  Years. 
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location  in  the  EENF.  These  increased  setbacks  will  reduce  resident  exposure  to 
pollutants.  The  Project  will  also  include  built  structures  and  plantings  between  the 
residences  and  1-93. 
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6 

Infrastructure 

This  chapter  describes  the  existing  and  proposed  on-site  and  surrounding  utility 
infrastructure  supporting  the  Project;  including,  stormwater  management,  sanitary 
sewage,  water,  natural  gas,  electric,  and  telephone  and  telecommunications. 

6.1  Stormwater  Management 

6.1.1  Existing  Drainage  Conditions 

The  Project  Site  was  previously  covered  with  existing  buildings  and  parking  lots  or 
areas  that  were  previously  developed  with  buildings  that  have  since  been 
demolished.  Existing  pervious  areas  comprise  compacted  soils  with  poor  vegetation. 
The  site  is  generally  flat,  ranging  from  approximate  elevation  9.0  feet  (NGVD)  to  14.0 
feet  (NGVD)  except  for  the  eastern  edge  of  the  site  that  has  a  3:1  slope  up  to  an 
elevation  of  14.0  feet  (NGVD)  to  transition  into  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  Much  of  the 
site  is  covered  by  impervious  parking  or  near-impervious  surfaces  with  minimal 
landscape  islands  or  features.  Much  of  the  pervious  area  on  the  site  is  found 
adjacent  to  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  See  Plan  Sv-1  Existing  Conditions  Plan  of  Land 
in  Appendix  E. 

The  existing  on-site  drainage  systems  collect  and  convey  stormwater  runoff  from  the 
impervious  areas  via  a  closed  drainage  system  of  catch  basins,  pipes,  and  manholes, 
that  connect  into  the  existing  stormwater  infrastructure  in  the  abutting  streets.  The 
eastern  half  of  the  site  conveys  the  stormwater  runoff  to  the  existing  stormwater 
infrastructure  in  Foley  Street  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  which  flows  East  to  the 
recently  built  72-inch  drainage  outfall  and  ultimately  discharging  to  the  Mystic  River 
downstream  of  the  Amelia  Earhart  Dam.  The  western  half  of  the  site  conveys  the 
stormwater  runoff  to  the  existing  stormwater  infrastructure  near  the  intersection  of 
Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Avenue  which  flows  North  to  the  existing  84-inch 
drainage  outfall  and  ultimately  discharging  in  the  Mystic  River  downstream  of  the 
Amelia  Earhart  Dam.  See  Figure  6.1  Existing  Drainage  Areas  for  the  site  s  existing 
drainage  boundaries. 

NRCS  Soil  Maps  for  Middlesex  County  (NRCS  Web  Soil  Survey,  12-21-2017)  show 
the  existing  soils  to  be  Urban  Land  with  wet  substratum  (603)  and  Udorthents  with 
wet  substratum  (655).  Geotechnical  information  available  at  the  time  of  this  memo 
classify  the  soils  as  hydrologic  soils  group  D,  which  has  low  infiltration  potential.  The 
cover  condition  and  soils  present  in  the  site  result  in  minimal  infiltration  of 
stormwater  under  existing  conditions.  Areas  to  the  North  and  East  of  the  site  that 
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were  historically  occupied  with  railroad  and  manufacturing  facilities  were 
redeveloped  into  mixed-use  buildings  that  were  required  to  limit  infiltration  during 
redevelopment. 

6.1.2  Proposed  Drainage  Conditions 

An  overall  goal  of  the  Project  is  to  provide  a  comprehensive  stormwater 
management  system  designed  to  enhance  the  water  resources  both  on  the  site  and 
downstream.  The  analysis  outlined  in  this  section  concludes  that  the  Project  will 
vastly  improve  the  existing  conditions  on  the  site  and  accomplish  this  goal  by: 

>  Implementing  an  environmentally  sensitive  site  design  that  creates 
additional  open  space  areas  and  significantly  reduces  the  amount  of  on¬ 
site  paved  surface  parking  areas  thereby  re-establishing  components  of  a 
natural  water  cycle  (evapotranspiration,  groundwater  recharge  and  runoff) 
on  the  site. 

>  Improving  the  surface  water  and  groundwater  quality  by  implementing 
integrated  stormwater  controls  throughout  the  Project  area  including  the 
use  of  LID  techniques,  where  feasible,  as  well  as  traditional  stormwater 
BMPs  combined  with  a  thorough  Operation  and  Maintenance  Plan. 

>  The  stormwater  management  system  is  designed  to  attenuate  the  peak 
rate  and  volume  of  runoff  to  meet  existing  conditions. 

The  Project,  under  proposed  conditions,  maintains  the  existing  hydrologic 
conditions  and  corresponding  drainage  subwatersheds.  The  eastern  half  of  the  site 
will  convey  stormwater  runoff  to  the  72-inch  outfall  and  the  western  half  of  the  site 
will  convey  stormwater  runoff  to  the  84-inch  outfall.  The  Project  shall  install  new 
drainage  infrastructure  within  the  proposed  "Road  K"  and  "Road  L".  Roof  drains 
from  the  proposed  buildings  and  site  drainage  associated  with  the  five  blocks  will 
connect  directly  into  the  existing  drainage  infrastructure  in  Revolution  Drive,  Grand 
Union  Boulevard,  Middlesex  Avenue,  and  Foley  Street,  or  into  the  proposed  drainage 
infrastructure  in  "Road  K"  and  "Road  L".  See  Figure  6.2  Proposed  Drainage  Areas  for 
the  site's  proposed  drainage  area  boundaries. 

Stormwater  runoff  from  the  site  will  be  collected  in  a  series  of  deep-sump  catch 
basins  with  oil/debris  traps  and  treated  by  proprietary  particle  separators  and  non- 
structural  BMPs  before  discharging  to  either  the  72-inch  trunk  line  or  to  the  84-inch 
outfall.  Regular  sweeping  programs  for  roads,  parking,  and  loading  areas,  and  a 
scheduled  catch  basin  cleaning  program  will  be  proposed  for  pollutant  source 
reduction.  LID  stormwater  management  techniques  and  BMPs  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  design  as  much  as  possible  for  stormwater  quality  and  temperature  control 
as  the  design  development  of  each  block  progress. 

A  Long-Term  Operations  and  Maintenance  ("08iM”)  Plan  will  be  prepared  in  future 
Special  Permit  and  Subdivision  applications.  The  O&M  Plan  will  provide  detailed 
procedures  and  a  schedule  for  maintaining  each  of  the  BMPs.  It  is  anticipated  that 
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the  O&M  plan  will  be  formalized  in  an  agreement  with  the  City  to  maintain  the 
proposed  BMPs. 

Refer  to  Plan  C-4  Grading,  Drainage,  and  Erosion  Control  Plan  in  Appendix  E  for  the 
proposed  drainage  infrastructure  in  the  site  and  in  the  proposed  roadways.  After 
the  PUD-PMP  process,  the  Project  will  submit  more  detailed  plans  and  information 
regarding  the  water  quality  design  and  stormwater  runoff  mitigation  analysis  as  part 
of  the  Subdivision  of  Land,  Proposed  Roadway  Applications,  and  Special  Permit 
Applications  on  a  Block  by  Block  basis. 

The  Project  proposes  to  utilize  several  LID  techniques  throughout  the  site.  Blocks  21 
and  23  propose  to  have  accessible  roof  spaces  with  greed  design  elements,  the 
roadways  will  have  structural  water  quality  units  to  treat  the  stormwater  runoff 
collected  by  deep  sump  catch  basins  with  oil/debris  traps,  rain  gardens  and 
permeable  pavers  to  treat  stormwater  runoff  collected  by  sidewalks  and  open  space, 
and  other  structural  and  non-structural  BMPs. 

6.1 .3  Compliance  with  DEP  Stormwater  Standards 

The  Project  is  a  redevelopment  of  a  site  with  an  existing  development,  thus  the 
Project  proposes  to  comply  with  the  DEP  Stormwater  Standards  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable.  The  methods  for  compliance  with  the  ten  stormwater 
performance  standards  by  the  MassDEP  are  summarized  below. 

1 .  No  new  stormwater  conveyances  may  discharge  untreated  stormwater 
directly  to  or  cause  erosion  in  wetlands  or  water  of  the  Commonwealth. 

Stormwater  runoff  tributary  to  the  existing  72-inch  and  84-inch  outfalls  will 
receive  water  quality  treatment  in  conformance  with  the  BMPs  outlined  in 
the  Stormwater  Management  Performance  Standards  and  Guidelines.  The 
redevelopment  will  result  in  improvements  to  the  quality  of  the  stormwater 
discharged  from  the  site.  These  improvements  will  be  achieved  by  use  of 
structural  and  non-structural  BMPs  implemented  at  the  site,  such  as,  a 
regular  pavement  sweeping  and  litter  control  program,  installation  of  deep- 
sump  catch  basins  with  oil/debris  traps,  water  quality  structures,  rain 
gardens,  permeable  pavers,  and  green  roofs. 

2.  Stormwater  management  systems  shall  be  designed  so  that  the  post¬ 
development  peak  discharge  rates  do  not  exceed  pre-development  peak 
discharge  rates.  This  Standard  may  be  waived  for  discharges  to  land  subject 
to  coastal  storm  flowage  as  defined  in  310  CMR  10.04. 

The  Project  is  a  redevelopment  and  thus  only  subject  to  complying  Standard 
2  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  The  Project  proposes  to  maintain 
existing  drainage  patterns  and  reduces  the  total  impervious  area  on  site. 

3.  Loss  of  annual  recharge  to  ground  water  shall  be  eliminated  or  minimized 
through  the  use  of  infiltration  measures  including  environmentally  sensitive 
site  design,  low  impact  development  techniques,  stormwater  best 
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management  practices,  and  good  operation  and  maintenance.  At  a  minimum, 
the  annual  recharge  from  the  post-development  site  shall  approximate  the 
annual  recharge  from  pre-development  conditions  based  on  soil  type.  This 
Standard  is  met  when  the  stormwater  management  system  is  designed  to 
infiltrate  the  required  recharge  volume  as  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
Massachusetts  Stormwater  Handbook. 

Soil  on  the  Project  Site  is  contaminated,  compacted  fill  material,  or  poor- 
quality  material.  The  existing  Project  Site  is  almost  completely  impervious  as 
well,  and  little  if  any  infiltration  currently  exists.  Also,  there  are  no  drinking 
water  supplies  on  or  near  the  Project  Site  that  require  recharge. 

4.  Stormwater  management  systems  shall  be  designed  to  remove  80%  of  the 
average  annual  post-construction  load  of  Total  Suspended  Solids  (TSS).  This 
Standard  is  met  when: 

>  Suitable  practices  for  source  control  and  pollution  prevention  are 
identified  in  a  long-term  pollution  prevention  plan,  and  thereafter  are 
implemented  and  maintained; 

>  Structural  stormwater  best  management  practices  are  sized  to  capture 
the  required  water  quality  volume  determined  in  accordance  with  the 
Massachusetts  Stormwater  Handbook;  and 

>  Pretreatment  is  provided  in  accordance  with  the  Massachusetts 
Stormwater  Handbook. 

The  Project  site  is  a  redevelopment  site.  However,  water  quality 
treatment  for  runoff  from  the  Project  Site  exceeds  the  goal  of  80 
percent  TSS  Removal. 

5.  For  land  uses  with  higher  potential  pollutant  loads,  source  control  and 
pollution  prevention  shall  be  implemented  in  accordance  with  the 
Massachusetts  Stormwater  Handbook  to  eliminate  or  reduce  the  discharge  of 
stormwater  runoff  from  such  land  uses  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  If 
through  source  control  and/or  pollution  prevention  all  land  uses  with  higher 
potential  pollutant  loads  cannot  be  completely  protected  from  exposure  to 
rain,  snow,  snow  melt,  and  stormwater  runoff,  the  proponent  shall  use  the 
specific  structural  stormwater  BMPs  determined  by  the  Department  to  be 
suitable  for  such  uses  as  provided  in  the  Massachusetts  Stormwater 
Handbook.  Stormwater  discharges  from  land  uses  with  higher  potential 
pollutant  loads  shall  also  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Massachusetts 
Clean  Waters  Act,  M.G.L.  c.  21,  §§  26-53  and  the  regulations  promulgated 
thereunder  at  314  CMR  3.00,  314  CMR  4.00  and  314  CMR  5.00. 

Stormwater  management  BMP's  have  been  selected  and  designed  to 
comply  with  this  standard.  Under  existing  conditions,  infiltration  is  not 
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currently  significant  at  the  Project  Site  and  as  described  above,  infiltration  is 
not  proposed. 

6.  Stormwater  discharges  within  the  Zone  II  or  Interim  Wellhead  Protection  Area 
of  a  public  water  supply  and  stormwater  discharges  near  or  to  any  other 
critical  area  require  the  use  of  the  specific  source  control  and  pollution 
prevention  measures  and  the  specific  structural  stormwater  best  management 
practices  determined  by  the  Department  to  be  suitable  for  managing 
discharges  to  such  areas  as  provided  in  the  Massachusetts  Stormwater 
Handbook.  A  discharge  is  near  a  critical  area,  if  there  is  a  strong  likelihood  of 
a  significant  impact  occurring  to  said  area,  taking  into  account  site-specific 
factors.  Stormwater  discharges  to  Outstanding  Resource  Waters  and  Special 
Resource  Waters  shall  be  removed  and  set  back  from  the  receiving  water  or 
wetland  and  receive  the  highest  and  best  practical  method  of  treatment.  A 

" storm  water  discharge"  as  defined  in  314  CMR  3. 04 (2) (a)  1  or  (b)  to  an 
Outstanding  Resource  Water  or  Special  Resource  Water  shall  comply  with  314 
CMR  3.00  and  3 14  CMR  4.00.  Stormwater  discharges  to  a  Zone  I  or  Zone  A 
are  prohibited  unless  essential  to  the  operation  of  a  public  water  supply. 

The  existing  84-inch  SMC  and  72-inch  outfalls,  which  the  Project  proposes 
to  connect  to,  discharge  to  a  "Prohibited"  shellfish  growing  area.  Stormwater 
discharging  to  this  area  is  treated  for  1-inch  of  runoff  and  will  utilize  the 
applicable  stormwater  management  BMPs  approved  for  critical  areas. 

7.  A  redevelopment  project  is  required  to  meet  the  following  Stormwater 
Management  Standards  only  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable:  Standard  2, 
Standard  3,  and  the  pretreatment  and  structural  best  management  practice 
requirements  of  Standards  4,  5,  and  6.  Existing  stormwater  discharges  shall 
comply  with  Standard  1  only  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  A 
redevelopment  project  shall  also  comply  with  all  other  requirements  of  the 
Stormwater  Management  Standards  and  improve  existing  conditions. 

The  Project,  as  a  redevelopment  project,  will  comply  to  Standards  2,  4,  and  6 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

8.  A  plan  to  control  construction  related  impacts  including  erosion, 
sedimentation  and  other  pollutant  sources  during  construction  and  land 
disturbance  activities  (construction  period  erosion,  sedimentation,  and 
pollution  prevention  plan)  shall  be  developed  and  implemented. 

Recommended  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  practices  will  be 
generated  during  each  individual  Block's  local  permitting  submissions. 

9.  A  long-term  operation  and  maintenance  plan  shall  be  developed  and 
implemented  to  ensure  that  stormwater  management  systems  function  as 
designed 

Recommended  practices  for  operating  and  maintaining  long  term 
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stormwater  BMPs  will  be  generated  during  each  individual  Block's  local 
permitting  submissions. 

10.  All  illicit  discharges  to  the  stormwater  management  system  are  prohibited. 

There  will  be  no  illicit  discharges  to  the  stormwater  management  system 
within  the  Project  site. 


6.2  Sanitary  Sewer 

The  City  of  Somerville  owns  and  maintains  the  sanitary  sewer  system  in  the  ASRA. 
The  sanitary  sewer  is  a  separated  system  with  storm  drainage  collected  in  an 
independent  system. 

6.2.1  Existing  Sewage  System 

The  ASRA  sewer  shed  begins  with  an  eight-inch  sewer  main  at  the  north  end  of 
ASRA.  The  sewer  trunk  line  flows  from  North  to  South  within  Grand  Union  Boulevard 
gradually  increasing  to  an  18-inch  at  the  intersection  of  Foley  Street  and  Grand 
Union  Boulevard.  The  trunk  line  continues  to  flow  within  Grand  Union  Boulevard 
towards  the  southern  end  of  the  ASRA,  where  the  sewer  system  connects  into  a  24- 
inch  pipe  on  North  Union  Street  prior  to  discharging  to  the  City  of  Somerville 
Regulator  Manhole,  which  is  the  connection  to  the  MWRA  system. 

During  the  permitting  for  the  Assembly  Row  development,  the  total  peak  sewer 
flows  were  projected  for  the  full-buildout  of  the  Assembly  Row  development  which 
was  calculated  to  generate  approximately  3.1 1  million  gallons  per  day  ("MGD").  The 
18-inch  sewer  trunk  line  has  a  design  capacity  of  approximately  5.1  MGD  at  a  slope 
of  approximately  0.003  with  an  average  velocity  of  five  feet  per  second. 

6.2.2  Proposed  Sewage  Flow  and  Connection 

The  average  daily  wastewater  flows  rates  are  based  on  DEP,  Title  V,  regulation  310 
CMR  15.  The  proposed  land  use  areas  and  calculated  flow  rates  are  shown  on  Figure 
6.3. 

The  existing  18-inch  trunk  line  sewer  system  has  adequate  capacity  to  accept  the 
proposed  peak  flows  of  the  Project.  All  four  proposed  development  blocks  (Blocks 
21,  23,  25,  and  26)  will  be  serviced  via  connections  into  the  proposed  8-inch  sewer 
main  within  "Road  K"  or  to  a  proposed  8-inch  sewer  main  flowing  west  to  east  within 
the  proposed  "Road  L",  and  connect  into  the  existing  18-inch  trunk  line  in  Grand 
Union  Boulevard.  The  existing  18-inch  sewer  trunk  line  will  have  enough  capacity  to 
handle  all  peak  sewer  demands  of  the  Project  with  an  excess  capacity  of 
approximately  1.0  MGD.  The  Grand  Union  Boulevard  sewer  trunk  line  ultimately 
flows  southerly  within  Grand  Union  Boulevard  to  a  3'3"  by  3'-1 1"  MWRA  sewer 
interceptor  near  North  Union  Street.  The  MWRA  interceptor  conveys  flow  to  the 
Charlestown  Pumping  Station  and  eventually  to  the  Deer  Island  Treatment  Plant. 

The  Project  will  increase  wastewater  flows  to  the  MWRA  interceptor  sewer. 
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6.2.3  Sewer  System  Mitigation 

The  City  of  Somerville  requires  Inflow  and  Infiltration  ("I/I")  improvements  for 
developments  with  greater  than  2,000  GPD  of  sewer  flow.  The  policy  requires  the 
proponent  to  remove  or  cause  the  removal  of  a  minimum  of  four  (4)  gallons  of  I/I 
flow  for  each  gallon  of  new  wastewater  generated.  Alternatively,  the  City  has 
created  a  mitigation  fund  which  provides  developers  the  option  to  contribute  to  the 
fund  in  lieu  of  performing  infrastructure  improvements.  The  Proponent  will  work 
closely  with  the  City  to  determine  the  I/I  mitigation  for  the  Project  through  the  PUD 
and  Special  Permit  processes. 

6.3  Domestic  Water  and  Fire  Protection 

The  City  of  Somerville  owns  and  maintains  the  public  water  distribution  system  that 
services  the  ASRA.  They  City's  water  distribution  system  supplies  both  domestic  and 
fire  protection  water  to  the  area.  The  following  sections  describe  the  existing  water 
system  surrounding  the  Project  Site  and  its  capability  to  service  the  Project. 

6.3.1  Existing  Water  Service 

This  existing  water  system  is  part  of  a  City-wide  interconnected  network  that  is 
supplied  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  ("MWRA")  through  seven 
metered  connections.  The  City  is  supplied  by  both  MWRA's  high  service  and  low 
service  pressure  systems.  The  water  distribution  system  within  the  Assembly  Square 
area  is  part  of  the  City's  low  service  system. 

MWRA  Meter  91  is  located  at  the  intersection  of  the  Fellsway  West  and  Middlesex 
Avenue  and  provides  the  closest  supply  of  water  to  the  Assembly  Square  area  from 
a  48-inch  cast  iron  water  main  located  in  Middlesex  Fells  Parkway  ("Fellsway").  The 
City  does  not  have  any  water  storage  facilities  or  any  pumping  stations  that  service 
this  area. 

The  water  distribution  system  surrounding  the  site  is  described  as  follows: 

>  The  primary  connection  to  the  MWRA  meter  is  a  20-inch  diameter  cast  iron 
main  installed  in  1925  by  the  City  within  and  along  Middlesex  Avenue. 

>  Several  branch  lines  of  varying  diameter  feed  off  the  20-inch  main  between 
Middlesex  Avenue  and  the  Fellsway. 

>  A  new  20-inch  water  main  from  the  existing  20-inch  water  main  in 
Middlesex  Avenue,  continues  along  Grand  Union  Boulevard  to  Foley  Street 
then  continues  west  along  Foley  Street  to  Middlesex  Avenue  where  the  new 
20-inch  water  main  is  looped  into  the  existing  20-inch  water  main  in 
Middlesex  Avenue.  The  newly  constructed  20-inch  main  in  Foley  Street 
replaced  the  existing  12-inch  water  main  installed  in  1928  as  part  of  the 
infrastructure  improvements  for  the  Assembly  Row. 
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>  Water  mains  were  extended  ranging  in  size  from  8  to  20-inch,  from  the 
newly  constructed  20-inch  water  main  in  Grand  Union  Boulevard  along 
Artisan  Way,  Great  River  Road,  Canal  Street,  Foley  Street  and  Revolution 
Drive  where  they  are  interconnected  to  create  multiple  looped  systems. 

>  The  remainder  of  the  system  along  Foley  Street,  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and 
Mystic  Avenue  consist  of  a  12-inch  diameter  pipe  interconnected  to  create 
several  loops. 

6.3.2  Required  Water  Demands 

Estimates  of  water  demand  have  conservatively  been  determined  assuming  water 
use  is  equivalent  to  wastewater  flows  calculated  in  accordance  with  DEP  Wastewater 
Design  Flows  in  314  CMR  7.15.  However,  these  flows  are  likely  to  be  reduced  in 
recognition  of  Proponent's  commitment  to  implement  water  conservation  measures 
and  maximizing  water  efficiency  within  building  during  the  design  development 
phase  for  each  Block.  In  all  cases,  the  City's  water  distribution  system  is  anticipated 
to  provide  sufficient  capabilities  to  meet  the  normal  daily  peak  demands  of  the 
Project. 

The  projected  water  consumption  rates  used  to  calculate  Maximum  Projected  Water 
Flow  below  assume  water  use  to  be  equivalent  to  wastewater  flows  calculated  in 
accordance  with  the  DEP  Wastewater  Design  Flow  Guidelines  in  314  CMR  7.15, 
generally  as  follows: 

>  Commercial1:  75  gallons  per  day  per  1,000  square  feet 

>  Apartments:  110  gallons  per  day  per  bedroom 

>  Retail:  50  gallons  per  day  per  1,000  square  feet 

>  Restaurant:  35  gallons/seat 

Because  the  DEP  wastewater  design  flows  are  considered  very  conservative  in 
relation  to  actual  flow  volumes,  therefore,  no  increase  in  water  consumptive  rates 
have  been  applied  to  these  figures. 


1  Generation  rate  assumes  office,  lab,  and  R&D.  Assumed  uses  subject  to  change  based  on  final  tenancy. 
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Table  6-1  -  Maximum  Projected  Water  Use 


Unit  -  Wastewater 

Total  Size  of 

Water  Use  100%  of 

Land  Use 

Rate  (GPD) 

Building  Program 

Wastewater  Rate  (GPD) 

Commercial* 

75/1,000  SF 

786,000  SF 

58,950 

Residential 

1 10/bedroom 

674  Bedrooms 

74,140 

Retail 

50/1,000  SF 

21,000  SF 

1,050 

Restaurant 

35/seat 

238  seats 

8,330 

Fire  Station 

50/person/shift 

8  people/ 

2  shifts 

800 

Total 

143,270 

*Program  excludes  the  flow  produced  for  the  existing  162,000  SF  office  building  and 
historic  flow  from  the  former  cinema 

Fire  Flow  Demand 

The  water  system  within  the  site  provides  both  domestic  and  fire  flow  water  supply. 
The  City's  existing  water  distribution  network  within  this  area  has,  on  average,  fire 
hydrants  located  300  feet  apart  throughout  the  entire  area.  This  spacing  meets  the 
typical  maximum  recommended  distance  between  hydrants  in  an  urban  setting. 

The  minimum  Needed  Fire  Flow  ("NFF")  for  MWRA  Meter  91  and  maximum 
Insurance  Services  Office  ("ISO")  requirements  for  a  Community  are: 

Fire  Flowrate 

Estimated  minimum  NFF  requirements 

to  be  supplied  by  MWRA  for  meter  91:  2,000  gpm 

Maximum  requirements  a  community  is 

required  to  supply  according  to  the  ISO:  3,500  gpm 

The  required  minimum  residual  pressure  at  any  location  within  the  distribution 
system  during  a  fire  flow  situation  is  20  psi. 
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6.3.3  Proposed  Water  Consumption  and  Service 

A  hydraulic  analysis  was  also  performed  on  the  City  water  system  as  part  of  the 
Assembly  Row  PUD-PMP  that  indicates  the  existing  municipal  water  system  has 
sufficient  capacity  for  existing  maximum  daily  demands  plus  a  3,500  gpm  fire  flow 
demand  while  maintaining  greater  than  the  minimum  required  pressure  of 
20  pounds  per  square  inch  ("psi")  throughout  the  system.  Independent  hydrant  flow 
tests  conducted  in  Foley  Street  verify  the  existing  available  flows,  pressures,  and  the 
ability  to  accommodate  the  added  load. 

A  fire  flow  of  3,500  gpm  is  the  maximum  flow  a  community  is  required  to  supply 
according  to  the  ISO  standards. 

Based  on  this  analysis,  the  Future  Maximum  Day  Demand  and  3,500  gpm  fire  flow 
can  be  achieved  within  the  site  after  the  proposed  water  improvements  are 
constructed. 

The  Project  proposes  the  following  water  mains  and  service  connections: 

>  A  proposed  12-inch  water  main  in  proposed  "Road  K"  that  creates  a  loop 
through  the  site  connecting  the  City  of  Somerville's  20-inch  main  in  Foley 
Street  to  the  existing  12-inch  main  in  Revolution  Drive. 

>  Block  21  connection  into  the  City  of  Somerville's  20-inch  main  in  Foley 
Street  and  into  the  proposed  12-inch  main  in  "Road  K"  for  domestic  and 
fire  services. 

>  Block  23  connection  to  the  proposed  12-inch  main  in  "Road  K"  and  to  the 
existing  12-inch  main  in  Revolution  Drive  for  domestic  and  water  services. 

>  Block  24,  the  existing  building  at  5  Middlesex  Avenue,  will  maintain  its 
existing  service  connections  to  Mystic  Avenue. 

>  Block  25,  connection  directly  into  the  proposed  12-inch  main  in  "Road  K" 
for  domestic  and  fire  services. 

>  Block  26,  connection  to  the  existing  12-inch  main  in  Revolution  Drive  or 
into  the  proposed  12-inch  main  in  "Road  K"  for  domestic  and  fire  services. 

6.4  Utilities 

The  follow  sections  describe  the  existing  and  proposed  private  utilities  surrounding 
the  site. 

6.4.1  Natural  Gas  Service 

Gas  services  to  the  Site  are  provided  by  National  Grid.  The  existing  gas  lines 
surrounding  the  site  are  as  follows: 
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>  12-inch  gas  main  running  north-south  along  the  centerline  of  Middlesex 
Avenue. 

>  20-inch  gas  main  along  the  centerline  of  Mystic  Avenue. 

>  8-inch  gas  main  running  east-west  along  Foley  Street. 

>  12-inch  existing  gas  line  that  on  the  eastern  part  of  the  site  that  continues 
south  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  east  on  Revolution  Drive. 

There  are  no  gas  services  on  Revolution  Drive  west  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard. 

Service  to  all  Blocks  will  be  provided  from  existing  gas  mains  surrounding  the  site. 
Refer  to  Plan  C-5  Utility  Plan  in  Appendix  E  for  potential  gas  connections  to  each  of 
the  four  proposed  blocks.  Block  24,  which  is  the  existing  office  building,  will 
maintain  its  existing  gas  connections  to  Mystic  Avenue. 

6.4.2  Electrical  Service  and  Telecommunications 

Electrical 

There  are  several  existing  electric  duct  banks  and  manholes  surrounding  the  site  in 
Middlesex  Avenue,  Foley  Street,  and  Revolution  Drive.  Eversource  provides  the 
electricity  for  the  ASRA. 

Electric  conduits  run  east-west  on  the  northern  side  of  Foley  Street,  with  an  electric 
manhole  ("EMH")  at  the  northeast  corner  of  Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Avenue 
intersection.  There  are  also  several  existing  EMHs  are  located  on  the  eastern  edge 
of  Middlesex  Avenue.  These  EMHs  can  be  used  as  proposed  connection  points  for 
Block  21. 

The  Project  proposes  to  connect  a  new  electrical  duct  bank  to  an  existing  EMH  at 
the  northeast  corner  of  the  "Road  L"  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  intersection,  run 
the  proposed  duct  bank  east-west  along  "Road  L",  and  split  the  duct  bank  north  and 
south  along  "Road  K"  and  connect  into  the  existing  electrical  duct  bank  in 
Revolution  Drive.  This  new  electrical  duct  bank  will  be  used  to  service  Blocks  21,  23, 
25,  and  26.  See  Plan  C-5  Utility  Plan  in  Appendix  E. 

The  existing  building  at  Block  24  will  maintain  its  existing  electrical  connections. 

The  conduit  and  manhole  system  will  be  designed  in  conjunction  with  Eversource  to 
accommodate  the  Project's  required  electrical  infrastructure. 

Telephone  Communications  and  Cable 

Verizon,  Comcast,  and  RCN  provide  telephone  communication  services  to  the 
Project  Area.  The  system  consists  solely  of  underground  duct  banks.  Telecom 
conduits  are  located  along  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  east  of  the  site,  including 
combined  telecom  manholes  ("TMH")  for  Comcast,  RCN,  and  Federal  Realty  owned 
house  conduits,  and  separate  TMHs  for  Verizon.  A  pair  of  these  manholes  are 
located  just  east  of  Block  23  on  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  A  combined  RCN  and 
Comcast  duct  bank  and  series  of  manholes  begin  on  Middlesex  Avenue  just  west  of 
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Block  21,  running  north  along  Middlesex.  This  duct  bank  splits  north  and  east  at  the 
intersection  of  Middlesex  and  Foley  Street  through  a  TMH.  The  RCN/Comcast  duct 
bank  runs  east/west  along  the  south  side  of  Foley  Street  north  of  the  Project  and 
bends  south  onto  Grand  Union  Boulevard. 

Under  proposed  conditions,  a  new  duct  bank  for  RCN,  Comcast,  and  Verizon 
conduits  is  proposed  to  be  constructed  along  Roads  "K"  and  "L"  to  provide  service 
to  each  individual  block.  The  proposed  conduits  would  connect  into  the  north  side 
of  the  RCN/Comcast/FRIT  and  Verizon  TMHs  in  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  run  north 
along  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  bend  west  down  the  intersection  of  "Road  L"  and 
Grand  Union  Boulevard,  and  run  west/east  in  "Road  K".  These  new  telephone  duct 
banks  will  be  used  to  service  Blocks  21,  23,  25,  and  26.  The  duct  banks  will  terminate 
at  proposed  TMHs  at  either  end  of  "Road  K".  See  Plan  C-5  Utility  Plan  in  Appendix  E. 

The  existing  building  at  Block  24  will  maintain  its  existing  electrical  connections. 

The  Project  Team  will  design  the  conduit  and  manhole  system  in  conjunction  with 
Verizon,  Comcast,  and  RCN  to  accommodate  the  required  telephone  communication 
infrastructure. 

6.4.3  Protection  of  Utilities  During  Construction 

Per  the  Civil  Site  Plans  in  Appendix  E,  the  existing  utilities  are  to  be  maintained  and 
protected  unless  otherwise  noted.  It  is  the  contractor's  responsibility  to  only 
demolish  or  abandon  the  existing  utilities  that  are  located  within  ten  feet  of  the 
building  footprint  or  those  labeled  to  be  abandoned  or  removed.  The  contractor  is 
also  responsible  for  coordinating  utility  service  disconnects  with  the  utility 
representatives.  The  existing  utilities  in  the  surrounding  roadways  will  be  used  as 
connection  points  to  the  proposed  utilities  in  the  site.  Existing  utilities  are  to  be 
terminated,  unless  otherwise  noted  on  the  Civil  Plans,  in  conformance  with  local, 
state,  and  individual  utility  company  standard  specifications  and  details. 
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7 

Construction  Period  Impacts 

This  chapter  outlines  the  steps  that  will  be  taken  during  construction  of  the  Project 
to  minimize  impacts  related  to  the  construction  phase  of  the  Project. 

Careful  consideration  has  been  given  to  developing  plans  to  minimize  construction 
phase  impacts.  Generally,  these  measures  include  controlling  erosion  and 
sedimentation,  controlling  dust,  machinery  air  emissions,  and  noise,  properly 
managing  construction-related  truck  traffic,  and  pedestrian  management. 
Additionally,  a  Construction  Management  Plan  ("CMP")  will  be  developed  with  input 
from  appropriate  state  and  local  agencies.  The  CMP  will  include  detailed  information 
on  construction  activities,  specific  construction  mitigation  measures,  and 
construction  materials  access  and  staging  area  plans  to  minimize  impacts  to  abutters 
and  the  local  community. 

This  chapter  also  describes  the  Project's  compliance  with  EPA's  NPDES  General 
Permit  Program  for  Stormwater  Discharges  from  Construction  Sites. 

7.1  Construction  Management 

The  site  preparation  and  construction  staging  for  the  Project  will  include  several 
important  steps.  The  trailers  and  staging  areas  will  provide  a  location  for  erosion 
control  equipment  and  supplies,  documentation  related  to  the  Project's  local 
permits  and  NPDES  compliance,  and  spill  control  equipment. 

The  following  are  some  general  requirements  that  will  apply  to  all  contractors  on  the 
Site: 

>  Any  refueling  of  construction  vehicles  and  equipment  shall  take  place  outside  of 
the  100-foot  wetlands  buffer  zone,  or  local  Water  Resources  Protection  District 
and  shall  not  be  conducted  in  proximity  to  sedimentation  basins  or  diversion 
swales. 

>  No  on-site  disposal  of  solid  waste,  including  building  materials,  is  allowed. 

>  No  materials  shall  be  disposed  of  into  wetlands  or  existing  and  proposed 
drainage  systems.  All  contractors  shall  be  informed  that  the  cleaning  of 
equipment  is  prohibited  in  areas  where  wash  water  will  drain  directly  into 
wetlands. 

>  The  Contractor  shall  establish  a  water  source  to  supply  a  "water  truck,”  or  other 
means,  to  provide  moisture  for  dust  control  and  irrigation.  Water  shall  not  be 
withdrawn  from  wetland  areas. 
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Although  specific  construction  and  staging  details  have  not  been  finalized,  the 
Proponent  will  work  with  the  construction  contractor  to  verify  that  materials  staging 
and  storage  areas  will  be  located  to  minimize  impacts.  All  staging  and  vehicular 
unloading  will  occur  on-site. 

7.1.1  Construction  Waste  Management 

The  CMP  will  include  a  Construction  Waste  Management  Plan  ("CWMP")  with  an 
overall  goal  of  diverting  at  least  75  percent  of  construction  debris  from  landfills.  All 
demolition  debris  waste  will  be  separated  and  legally  disposed  of  in  regional 
landfills.  Any  material  which  cannot  be  separated  and  recycled  (structural  steel, 
electrical,  metal  plumbing)  will  be  sorted  and  recycled.  Painted  concrete  from  the 
demolition  will  be  stockpiled  on-site  and  processed  under  a  DEP  Beneficial  Use 
Determination  for  use  as  fill  during  construction,  or  will  be  legally  disposed  of  in 
out-of-state  landfills.  During  construction,  unpainted  concrete  will  be  crushed,  and 
asphalt  will  be  ground,  and  the  crushed  unpainted  and  ground  asphalt  will  be 
reused  on-site.  DEP  and  local  boards  of  health  will  be  notified  in  accordance  with 
310  CMR  16.03  using  the  Exempt  Recycling  and  Organics  Management  Notification 
Form  at  least  30  days  prior  to  starting  the  crushing  of  concrete  and  masonry  at  the 
Project  Site.  Any  steel  located  within  concrete  will  be  removed  and  recycled.  During 
construction,  wood,  metals,  gypsum,  cardboard  and  plastic  will  be  segregated  and 
sent  to  recycling  facilities.  All  construction  debris  will  be  sent  to  a  solid  waste  sorting 
facility  for  separation  of  any  recyclable  materials. 

7.2  Construction  Noise 

Construction  period  activities  may  temporarily  increase  nearby  sound  levels  due  to 
the  intermittent  use  of  heavy  machinery  during  the  construction  of  the  Project. 
Construction  activities  will  occur  primarily  during  normal  daytime  hours  (7:00  AM  to 
7:00  PM,  Monday  to  Saturday). 

The  Project  will  generate  typical  sound  levels  from  construction  activities,  including 
foundation  construction,  truck  movements,  heavy  equipment  operations,  and 
general  construction  activities.  Construction  activity  associated  with  the  Project  may 
temporarily  increase  nearby  sound  levels  due  to  the  use  of  heavy  machinery.  No 
blasting  activities  are  required  to  construct  the  Project. 

The  Project  will  implement  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  or  minimize  noise  from 
construction  activities.  A  CMP  will  be  developed  with  input  from  City  of  Somerville 
and  other  appropriate  agencies.  The  CMP  will  address  noise  impacts  and  mitigation. 

Specific  construction  period  noise  mitigation  measures  may  include: 

>  The  Project  Specifications  will  require  that  construction  equipment  will  be 
required  to  have  installed  and  properly  operating  appropriate  noise  muffler 
systems. 

>  The  Project  Specifications  will  require  that  construction  vehicles  and  equipment 
will  be  required  to  maintain  their  original  engine  noise  control  equipment. 
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>  All  construction  activities  will  typically  be  limited  to  normal  working  hours  and 
off-hour  work  would  be  minimized,  to  the  extent  practicable. 

>  Appropriate  traffic  management  techniques  implemented  during  the 
construction  period  will  mitigate  roadway  traffic  noise  impacts. 

>  Proper  operation  and  maintenance,  and  prohibition  of  excessive  idling  of 
construction  equipment  engines,  will  be  implemented  as  required  by  MassDEP 
regulation  310  CMR  7.1 1. 

>  Work  hours  and  relevant  noise  generating  activities  will  be  reviewed  further  with 
the  City  of  Somerville  to  outline  those  construction  activities  which  may  occur 
prior  to  7:00  AM  and  after  7:00  PM,  Monday  through  Saturday,  as  well  as  those 
activities  which  may  occur  during  weekend  hours. 

>  Quieter-type  (manually  adjustable  or  ambient-sensitive)  backup  alarms  on 
construction  vehicles  will  be  required. 

>  Additional  noise  control  options  will  be  evaluated  during  the  design  process  for 
effectiveness  and  feasibility. 

>  Appropriate  operational  specifications  and  performance  standards  will  be 
incorporated  into  the  construction  contract  documents. 


7.3  Construction  Phase  Air  Quality  and  Dust 

Construction  and  demolition  activities  are  expected  to  result  in  a  short-term  increase 
in  air  pollution  emissions.  The  primary  source  of  potential  construction  air  emissions 
is  fugitive  dust  from  construction  operations  (e.g.,  demolition)  and  vehicle  emissions 
from  construction  equipment.  Overall,  potential  impacts  on  ambient  air  quality  from 
construction  activities  associated  with  site-specific  development  are  temporary  and 
not  expected  to  be  significant.  Specific  measures  to  be  implemented  by  contractors 
to  reduce  potential  emissions  and  minimize  impacts  include: 

>  Using  wetting  agents  to  control  and  suppress  dust  that  may  come  from 
excavated  and  construction  materials. 

>  Fully  covering  all  trucks  used  for  transportation  of  construction  debris. 

>  No  site  storage  of  construction  debris. 

>  Daily  cleaning  of  street  and  sidewalks  by  mechanical  means  so  as  to  minimize 
dust  and  dirt  accumulation. 

Fugitive  Dust 

Fugitive  dust  consists  of  soil  particles  that  become  airborne  when  disturbed  by 
heavy  equipment  operations  or  through  wind  erosion  of  exposed  soil  after 
groundcover  (either  lawn  or  pavement)  is  removed.  This  construction-related  air- 
quality  impact  (i.e.,  fugitive  dust)  would  be  of  relatively  short  duration. 

Dust  control  measures  during  dry  or  windy  periods  will  be  implemented.  The 
appropriate  methods  of  dust  control  would  be  determined  by  the  surfaces  affected 
(i.e.,  roadways  or  disturbed  areas)  and  would  include,  as  necessary,  the  application  of 
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water  and/or  the  use  of  stone  in  construction  roads  and  staging  areas.  Additionally, 
regular  sweeping  of  pavement  of  adjacent  roadway  surfaces  during  construction  will 
be  conducted  to  minimize  the  potential  for  vehicular  traffic  to  create  airborne  dust 
and  particulate  matter. 

Construction  Vehicle  Emissions 

Emissions  from  the  operation  of  construction  machinery  are  short-term  and  not 
generally  considered  substantial.  Emission  controls  for  construction  vehicle 
emissions  will  be  employed,  including,  as  appropriate,  proper  maintenance  of  all 
motor  vehicles,  machinery,  and  equipment  associated  with  construction  activities 
(i.e.,  the  maintenance  of  manufacture's  muffler  equipment  or  other  regulatory- 
required  emissions  control  devices).  The  state's  anti-idling  law  will  be  enforced 
during  all  construction  phases  of  the  Project  with  the  installation  of  on-site  anti¬ 
idling  signage  at  loading  and  drop-off/pick-up/waiting  areas.  In  addition,  the 
Proponent  is  committed  to  meeting  the  requirements  the  DEP  State  Revolving  Fund 
("SRF")  for  diesel  construction  equipment.  These  require  that  all  non-road  diesel 
equipment  rated  50  horsepower  or  greater  that  will  be  used  meet  EPA's  Tier  4 
emission  limits  or  be  retrofitted  with  appropriate  emission  reduction  equipment. 
Emission  reduction  equipment  includes  EPA-verified,  CARB-verified  or  MassDEP- 
approved  diesel  oxidation  catalysts  or  diesel  particulate  filters. 


7.4  Wetlands  and  Water  Quality 

While  there  are  no  wetlands  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Project  Site,  during  the 
construction  period,  the  Project  will  include  installation  of  erosion  and 
sedimentation  controls  to  protect  against  discharge  of  any  sediment  material  into 
off-site  drainage  systems.  Additionally,  in  accordance  with  EPA  requirements,  a 
construction  phase  SWPPP  will  be  developed  to  prevent  impacts  on  nearby  resource 
areas  from  the  construction  as  well  as  the  operation  of  the  Project. 

The  construction  of  stormwater  management  features,  and  parking  areas.  Erosion 
and  sedimentation  controls  including  silt  fence  and  hay  bales  will  be  installed  along 
appropriate  downgrade  portions  of  the  perimeter  of  the  excavated  areas  to  prevent 
construction  materials  from  contaminating  the  storm  drainage  system. 

7.4.1  Sedimentation  and  Erosion  Control 

The  proposed  work  will  include  implementation  of  erosion  and  sedimentation 
controls  during  each  sequence  of  construction.  This  plan  shall  be  adapted  to  fit  the 
Contractor's  equipment,  weather  conditions  and  specific  construction  activity.  The 
following  is  a  list  of  some  specific  sedimentation  and  erosion  control  measures  to  be 
employed  as  well  as  construction  methods  that  minimize  impacts. 
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Pre-Construction  Erosion  Control 

>  Erosion  control  barriers  (silt  fences  and/or  hay  bales)  shall  be  installed  prior  to 
the  start  of  construction.  These  barriers  shall  remain  in  place  until  all  tributary 
surfaces  have  been  fully  stabilized. 

>  The  contractor  shall  maintain  a  stockpile  of  erosion  control  materials  to 
supplement  or  repair  on-site  erosion  control  devices.  These  materials  shall 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  hay  bales,  silt  fence,  erosion  control  matting  and 
crushed  stone. 

>  A  temporary  stone  construction  entrance  is  required  to  prevent  vehicle  tracking 
of  silt,  mud,  etc.,  onto  existing  roads.  The  stone  shall  be  replaced  regularly  as 
well  as  when  stone  is  silt-laden. 

>  The  contractor  is  responsible  for  erosion  control  on  the  site  and  shall  utilize 
erosion  control  measures  where  needed,  regardless  of  whether  the  measures  are 
specified  on  the  construction  plans  or  in  supplemental  plans  prepared  for  the 
SWPPP. 

General  Erosion  Control  Measures 

The  most  important  aspects  of  controlling  erosion  and  sedimentation  are  limiting 
the  extent  of  disturbance,  and  limiting  the  size  and  length  of  the  tributary  drainage 
areas  to  the  worksite  and  drainage  structures.  These  fundamental  principles  shall  be 
the  key  factors  in  the  contractor’s  control  of  erosion  on-site.  If  necessary,  the 
contractor  shall  construct  temporary  diversion  swales,  settling  basins  or  use  a 
settling  tank.  If  additional  drainage  or  erosion  control  measures  are  needed,  they 
shall  be  located  in  the  upland,  up-gradient  from  the  hay  bales  and  silt  fences. 

The  Contractor  is  responsible  for  the  maintenance  and  repair  of  all  erosion  control 
devices  on-site.  All  erosion  control  devices  shall  be  regularly  inspected.  At  no  time 
shall  silt-laden  water  be  allowed  to  enter  sensitive  areas  (drainage  systems).  Any 
runoff  from  disturbed  surfaces  shall  be  directed  through  a  sedimentation  tank  or 
other  sediment  removal  BMPs  that  will  be  designed  to  control  velocity  and 
sediment.  Points  of  discharge  will  be  stabilized  to  minimize  erosion. 

Grass  and  Slope  Cover  Specifications 

All  disturbed  areas  not  used  for  parking  operations  shall  be  graded  and  stabilized 
with  plantings,  sod,  grass,  riprap,  or  other  suitable  material  as  shown  on  the  plans  or 
as  specified.  A  minimum  of  four  inches  of  loam  shall  be  applied  to  all  surfaces  to  be 
seeded.  Loam  shall  be  uniformly  applied,  compacted,  shaped,  and  smoothed  prior 
to  being  seeded. 

Seeding  may  be  performed  by  hand,  mechanical,  or  tractor-mounted  spreader. 
Hydroseeding  is  also  recommended.  Seeding  before  April  15,  or  after  October  15, 
shall  be  reapplied  between  these  dates  if  a  minimum  germination  of  90  percent  of 
surface  area  coverage  has  not  occurred,  or  if  the  surface  has  become  unstable.  Seed 
shall  be  lightly  raked  into  a  depth  of  Vi-inch  to  one  inch,  with  raking  to  be 
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perpendicular  to  slope.  Seeded  areas  shall  be  mulched  using  seed-free  straw, 
covering  the  area  to  a  depth  of  one  inch. 

Utility  Construction 

Care  shall  be  taken  to  assure  that  the  utility  trenches  do  not  channel  runoff  toward 
wetlands  or  to  drainage  system  openings. 

Drainage  System 

The  following  will  be  employed  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  local  drainage 
system: 

>  Inlet  works  shall  be  constructed  to  a  point  that  will  allow  the  stabilization  of  the 
area  over  the  pipe,  if  the  tributary  drainage  works  are  not  to  be  immediately 
extended. 

>  Hay  bales  and  check  dams  shall  be  used  on  roadways  to  divert  runoff  onto 
stabilized  areas. 

>  The  drainage  system  shall  be  installed  from  the  downstream  end  up. 

>  Until  tributary  areas  are  stabilized,  catch  basin  inlets  shall  be  filtered  with  a 
Siltsack,  or  by  placing  filter  fabric  over  catch  basin  grates  and  surrounding  the 
grate  with  stone  or  sand  bags.  If  intense  rainfall  is  predicted  before  all  tributary 
areas  are  stabilized,  erosion  control  measures  shall  be  reinforced  for  the 
duration  of  the  storm.  Downstream  areas  shall  be  inspected  and  any  sediment 
removed  at  the  end  of  the  storm. 

>  Unfiltered  water  shall  not  be  allowed  to  enter  pipes  from  unstabilized  surfaces. 

>  Trench  excavation  shall  be  limited  to  the  minimum  length  required  for  daily  pipe 
installation.  All  trenches  shall  be  backfilled  as  soon  as  possible.  The  ends  of 
pipes  shall  be  closed  nightly  with  plywood. 

>  During  construction  of  the  Project,  silt-laden  waters  shall  be  intercepted  prior  to 
reaching  catch  basins.  Any  gross  depositions  of  materials  on  paved  surfaces 
shall  be  removed. 

>  Streets  shall  be  vacuum  swept  during  the  April-May  period. 

>  Catch  basins  should  be  inspected  monthly  and  cleaned  in  anticipation  of  the 
winter  season  in  November  and  at  the  same  time  the  roads  are  swept  in  the 
spring. 

Maintenance  of  Erosion  and  Sedimentation  Controls 

Scheduled  inspections  and  maintenance  of  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  will 
be  routinely  performed  by  the  Contractor  and/or  an  Environmental  Site  Monitor  to 
maintain  the  functional  capacity  of  the  stormwater  system  and  to  protect 
stormwater  quality  during  construction.  Sediment  and  erosion  controls  will  be 
inspected  within  12  hours  following  each  storm  event  of  0.5-inch  or  greater. 
Immediate  action  will  be  taken  to  correct  any  failures  that  are  observed  and  repairs 
and/or  adjustments  made  promptly  to  any  erosion  and  sedimentation  control 
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measures  found  to  be  inadequately  performing.  Silt  sacks  or  hay  bales  will  be 
installed  in  or  around  existing  and  new  catch  basins  and  a  supply  of  replacement 
materials  such  as  silt  fence,  hay  bales,  etc.,  necessary  to  make  repairs  or  for  first 
response  in  the  event  of  an  accidental  release  or  failure,  will  be  stored  on-site.  Catch 
basins  in  work  areas  will  be  cleaned  when  the  sump  becomes  one-half  full  and 
accumulated  sediment  and  debris  should  be  removed  from  the  site. 

7.4.2  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

The  Project  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  NPDES  because  the  proposed 
development  results  in  the  disturbance  of  more  than  one  acre  of  land.  Prior  to  the 
start  of  construction,  the  property  Owner  and/or  General  Contractor  must  file  a  NOI 
with  the  EPA  under  the  NPDES  General  Permit  for  Construction  Activities.  The  NOI 
will  include  a  SWPPP,  largely  consisting  of  the  erosion  and  sedimentation  control 
plan  described  herein.  A  SWPPP  will  be  prepared  by  the  general  contractor  prior  to 
filing  the  NOI  for  the  NPDES  Phase  II  Stormwater  General  Permit.  The  general 
contractor  is  solely  responsible  for  developing  and  implementing  the  SWPPP. 

The  SWPPP  will  be  implemented  prior  to  and  during  construction  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  the  NPDES  General  Permit.  The  Contractor  will  be  responsible  for 
implementing  and  maintaining  all  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  measures. 

Below  are  specific  recording  and  inspection  requirements: 

NPDES  Record  Requirements 

>  A  signed  copy  of  the  NPDES  submittal  and  SWPPP  must  be  kept  on-site  at  all 
times  during  construction  and  shall  be  made  available  to  all  interested  parties. 

>  Records  must  be  maintained  by  the  permitee  for  a  period  of  three  years  from 
the  date  of  stabilization  of  the  site.  Stabilization  occurs  when  a  site  has  over 
70  percent  vegetative  growth  and/or  mechanical  stabilization  throughout. 

>  The  detailed  plans  of  completed  work  must  be  added  to  the  NPDES  and  SWPPP 
information  specified  above  as  they  become  available. 

NPDES  Inspection  Requirements 

>  All  inspections  shall  be  conducted  by  qualified  personnel  who  shall  produce 
written  quantitative  and  qualitative  reports  on  the  construction  methods, 
general  condition  of  the  site,  the  condition  of  erosion  control  measures,  and  the 
status  of  the  installation  of  drainage  structures. 

>  Inspections  are  required  during  land  alteration  a  minimum  of  one  of  every  seven 
days  while  surfaces  are  not  stabilized. 

>  Inspections  are  required  within  24  hours  of  storms  which  are  0.25-inches  or 
greater  of  precipitation. 

>  When  the  site  is  fully  stabilized,  inspections  shall  be  conducted  at  monthly 
intervals  for  a  period  of  three  years. 
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7.5  Construction  Period  Traffic 

Construction  period  impacts  on  the  local  transportation  system,  including  access 
points,  truck  routes  and  hours  of  construction  and  deliveries  will  be  minimized  by 
coordination  with  the  Town  of  Somerville  and  MassDOT.  Construction  workers  will 
be  encouraged  to  car/vanpool.  Staging  areas  will  be  coordinated  with  the  City  and 
MassDOT  to  minimize  impacts  to  the  movement  of  vehicles  and  pedestrians  in  the 
area.  Secure  on-site  storage  for  tools  and  materials  will  be  provided  in  order  to 
minimize  the  number  of  construction  related  trips  and  vehicles  that  access  the  site. 
Police  details  will  be  used  as  necessary  to  facilitate  access  to  the  Project  Site  for 
construction  vehicles  and  to  maintain  safe  and  efficient  passage  for  pedestrians  and 
motor  vehicles. 

7.6  Pedestrian  Safety  and  Bicycle  Access 

The  Project  is  committed  to  ensuring  that  pedestrian  and  bicycle  accommodations 
of  equivalent  width,  quality,  and  accessibility  be  provided  and  protected  throughout 
construction.  All  temporary  sidewalk  and/or  bike  lane  accommodations  will  be 
treated  as  a  normal  sidewalk  and  bike  lane  with  regards  to  winter  weather 
operations  (clearing  of  snow  and  ice)  and  extreme  rain  events  (prevent/resolve  large 
puddles),  to  the  extent  feasible.  During  construction,  the  Project  will  aim  to  not  close 
any  sidewalks  and/or  bike  lanes,  but  will  relocate  and/or  protect  such  facilities, 
including  key  destinations  such  as  Assembly  Row,  Partners  Health  Care,  and  Stop 
and  Shop.  As  the  Project  advances  in  design  and  moves  into  construction,  the 
General  Contractor  will  identify  changes  required  in  any  bicycle  and/or  pedestrian 
routes  as  part  of  the  CMP. 
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8 

Draft  Section  61  Findings  and  Proposed 
Mitigation 

As  required  by  the  EENF  Certificate,  and  in  accordance  with  301  CMR  1 1 .07 (6)(k),  this 
chapter  provides  a  summary  of  proposed  mitigation  measures  and  draft  Section  61 
Findings  for  each  agency  action  to  be  taken  on  the  Project. 

8.1  Mitigation  Summary 

The  Proponent,  where  practicable,  will  mitigate  or  compensate  for  unavoidable 
impacts.  This  section  provides  a  summary  of  impacts  from  and  mitigation  required 
for  implementation  of  the  Project.  Table  8.1  summarizes  the  Proponent's  mitigation 
commitments  and  implementation  schedule.  All  costs  are  anticipated  to  be  borne  by 
the  Proponent  unless  otherwise  indicated. 


Table  8.1  Summary  of  Mitigation  Measures 


Category  1 

Mitigation  Measure 

Schedule 

Land  Alteration  . . . .  . . - . - . - . - . - - 

Consider  further  reductions  in  impervious  coverage  and  tree  protection  as  design 
nroaresses. 

During  design 

Traffic  and  Transportation  .  -  - 

Install  an  adaptive  traffic  signal  system  including  the  following  four  locations: 

■  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 

■  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

■  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

■  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

During  construction 

Implement  the  following  Transportation  Demand  Management  Measures: 

■  Provide  an  on-site  and  dedicated  Transportation  Management  Coordinator  to 
facilitate  and  assist  with  the  various  TDM  measures 

■  Become  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square  TMA 

■  Providina  a  new  "Hubwav"  bike-share  station  within  the  Project  Site 

During  and  Post¬ 
construction 

Conduct  annual  travel  surveys  through  the  on-site  TDM  coordinators  to  be 
appointed  as  outlined  above.  These  surveys  will  be  developed  through 
consultation  with  the  City  to  determine  the  number  of  Site  employees  utilizing 
public  transportation,  those  traveling  to  the  Site  by  private  automobile,  and  those 
using  car-sharing  services.  Employees  also  will  be  surveyed  to  identify  those  that 
bike  or  walk  to  and  from  work. 

Post-construction 
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Category 

Mitigation  Measure 

Schedule 

Conduct  biennial  (every  other  year)  counts  of  entering  and  exiting  automobile 
trips  for  each  of  the  parking  garages  and  lots  proposed  as  part  of  the  Project.  The 
post-opening  monitoring  also  will  include  the  annual  reporting  of  parking 
utilization  for  each  parking  garage  and  parking  lot.  This  will  be  done  through  an 
inventory  to  be  conducted  for  a  representative  weekday  midday  period  when  it 
can  reasonably  be  assumed  that  the  combined  peak  parking  demand  for 
employees,  residents,  and  visitors  would  occur.  In  keeping  with  standard  practices 
for  the  City  of  Somerville,  all  of  the  monitoring  outlined  above  will  occur  during 
the  months  of  April/May  or  September/October,  unless  other  time  periods  are 
pre-approved  by  the  City. 

Air  Quality  &  Greenhouse  Gas 


Implement  the  following  transportation  mitigation  program  to  help  mitigate  the 
air  quality  impacts  of  Project- related  traffic: 

■  Install  an  adaptive  traffic  signal  system  in  four  surrounding  locations  resulting 
in  delay  savings  and  related  emissions  reductions;  and 

■  Implement  Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  measures  that  will 
result  in  lower  Project-related  VMT  and  related  emissions  reductions. 

During  construction 

Require  Site  buildings  to  meet  the  MA  State  Building  Code,  and  encourage  further 
reductions  in  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  beyond  minimum  code 
requirements  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable. 

During  construction 

Continue  to  evaluate  CHP  and  rooftop  solar  PV  systems  as  Project  design  advances. 

During  design 

Design  Project  buildings  to  be  designed  to  be  "solar  ready"  with  the  appropriate 
structural  capacity  and  electrical  infrastructure  to  incorporate  a  Solar  PV  system  at 
a  future  date. 

During  design 

Climate  Change  Adaptation  and  Resiliency 


To  help  mitigate  the  impact  of  extreme  heat,  consider  the  use  of  a  low-albedo 
roofing  system,  either  in  the  form  of  white  roofing  materials  or  rooftop  solar  PV 
systems. 

During  design 

Construct  a  comprehensive  stormwater  management  system  to  help  mitigate 
stormwater  runoff. 

During  design 

Reduce  vulnerability  to  flooding  due  to  rising  sea  levels  and  changes  in  intensity 
and  frequency  of  storms  by  raising  finished  floor  elevations  for  occupiable  spaces 
above  the  projected  flood  elevations. 

During  design 

Stormwater 


Construct  LID  stormwater  management  measures  to  reduce  peak  runoff  rates, 
maximize  groundwater  recharge  (if  feasible)  and  improve  water  quality. 

During  construction 

Investigate  additional  LID  techniques  such  as  bioretention,  tree  box  filters, 
bioswales,  and  recycling  roof  runoff  for  irrigation  purposes  as  Site  design 
progresses. 

During  design 

Implement  an  environmentally  sensitive  site  design  that  creates  additional  open 
space  areas  and  significantly  reduces  the  amount  of  on-site  paved  surface  parking 
areas  thereby  re-establishing  components  of  a  natural  water  cycle 
(evapotranspiration,  groundwater  recharge  and  runoff)  on  the  site. 

During  design 

Water  Supply  /  Wastewater  Generation 


1  Minimize  impact  on  municipal  water  supply  by  minimizing  potable  water 

During  design  and 

I  consumption. 

j  operations 
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Cateqorv  1 

Mitigation  Measure 

Schedule 

Remove  or  cause  for  removal  a  minimum  of  four  gallons  of  wastewater  to  each 
gallon  created  in  accordance  with  the  City  of  Somerville's  I/I  mitigation  policy,  or 
contribute  to  the  City  of  Somerville's  mitigation  fund  in  lieu  of  performing  these 
imDrovements. 

Solid  and  H 

azardous  Waste 

Promote  and  ensure  special  handling,  dust  control,  and  management  and  disposal  j 
of  any  contaminated  environmental  media  to  prevent  construction  delays  and  to 
orovide  adequate  protection  to  workers  and  any  nearby  sensitive  receptors. 

During  construction 

Construction  Period  Impacts  

Draft  a  Construction  Management  Plan  (CMP)  that  includes  detailed  information 
on  construction  activities,  specific  construction  mitigation  measures,  and 
construction  materials  access  and  staging  area  plans  to  minimize  impact  on  the 
surrounding  area. 

Prior  to  construction 

Minimize  the  noise  impact  of  construction  activities  through  the  use  of  mufflers, 
limitina  idlina,  and  usinq  quieter  construction  techniques  when  practicable. 

During  construction 

Implement  the  diesel  reduction  strategies  outlined  in  MassDEP's  Diesel  Engine 
Retrofits  in  the  Construction  Industry:  A  How  to  Guide  (2008),  which  are  to  reduce 
idling;  replace/repower/rebuild  vehicles  and  engines;  retrofit;  and  refuel  through 
compliance  with  Massachusetts'  Anti-Idling  law  (310  CMR  7.11),  MassDEP's  Diesel 
Retrofit  Program  (DRP),  Massachusetts'  Low  Sulfur  Diesel  standards  (301  CMR 

7.05),  U.S.  EPA's  Clean  Air  Nonroad  Diesel  Rule,  and  U.S.  EPA's  Tier  4  Emissions 
Standards  (40  CFR  part  1039). 

During  construction 

Properly  maintain  and  repair  all  equipment  and  vehicles  to  minimize  exhaust 
emissions,  including  odors. 

During  construction 

Require  contractors  to  reduce  potential  emissions  and  minimize  air  quality 
impacts,  and  to  comply  with  Massachusetts'  Dust,  Odor,  Construction,  and 
Demolition  law  (310  CMR  7.09). 

During  construction 

Utilize  construction  period  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  measures  as 
specified  by  the  Order  of  Conditions  and  the  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention 

Plan  (SWPPP). 

During  construction 

Provide  on-site  parkinq  for  construction  workers. 

During  construction 

Maintain  existing  traffic  patterns  to  avoid  full  road  closures  or  detours  during  the 
period  of  construction  improvements. 

During  construction 

Provide  detailed  construction  vehicle  routing  and  staging,  and  plans  to  maintain 
acceDtable  transportation  operations  around  the  Site  in  the  CMP. 

Prior  to  construction 

Repair  any  damage  to  adjacent  roadways  caused  by  construction  activity  per 

Town  standards. 

Post  construction 

Implement  a  Construction  Waste  Management  Plan  (CWMP)  to  comply  with  the 

MA  Construction  and  Demolition  Materials  Waste  Ban  at  310  CMR  19.017. 

During  construction 

Target  a  75%  recyclinq/diversion  rate. 

During  construction 

8.2  Draft  Section  61  Findings 

M.G.L  Chapter  30,  Section  61,  requires  that  "[a]ll  authorities  of  the  commonwealth  ... 
review,  evaluate,  and  determine  the  impact  on  the  natural  environment  of  all  works, 
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projects  or  activities  conducted  by  them  and  ...  use  all  practicable  means  and 
measures  to  minimize  [their]  damage  to  the  Environment. ...  Any  determination 
made  by  an  agency  of  the  commonwealth  shall  include  a  finding  describing  the 
environmental  impact,  if  any,  of  the  project  and  a  finding  that  all  feasible  measures 
have  been  taken  to  avoid  or  minimize  said  impact."  The  finding  required  by  Section 
61  "shall  be  limited  to  those  matters  which  are  within  the  scope  of  the 
environmental  impact  report,  if  any,  required  ...  [on  a  project]."  M.G.L  Chapter  30, 
Section  62A. 

The  Project  is  subject  to  a  Mandatory  EIR  and  meets  the  following  review  thresholds: 

>  301  CMR  1 1.03(6)(a)(6)  -  Generation  of  3,000  or  more  NEW  ADT  on 

roadways  providing  access  to  a  single  location;  and 

Table  8.2  includes  a  list  of  anticipated  state  permits,  approvals,  and  reviews. 

Table  8.2  Anticipated  State  Permits,  Approvals  and  Reviews 


Agency 

Permit/Approval/Review 

Status 

MEPA  Office 

Certificate  on  the  DEIR  (this  filing) 

Submitted  May  31,  2018 

MassDOT 

Highway  Access  Permit 

To  be  submitted  prior  to 
construction 

8.2.1 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation  (MassDOT)  Draft 
Section  61  Findings 

DRAFT  ONLY 


May  31,  2018 
J.  Lionel  Lucien,  P.E. 

Manager  -  Public/Private  Development  Unit 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation,  Highway  Division  -  Boston 
10  Park  Plaza,  Room  4150 
Boston,  MA  02116 

Re:  EEA  No.  1 5595  -  XMBLY,  Somerville,  MA 

These  findings  for  XMBLY  (the  "Project"),  (EEA  No.  15595),  have  been  prepared  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  M.G.L.  c.  30,  Section  61  and  301  CMR  11.00.  On 
XXX,  the  Secretary  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs  issued  a  decision  stating  that 
the  Project's  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("FEIR"),  dated  XXX,  adequately  and 
properly  complied  with  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (MEPA)  and  its 
implementing  regulations. 

Project  Description 

The  Project  will  consist  of  approximately  1.5  million  square  feet  ("MSF")  of  new 
residential  and  commercial  uses  within  five  mixed-use  buildings  surrounding  a 
central  open  space.  Refer  to  Table  1  below  for  the  Project  development  program. 
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Table  1  Proposed  Development  Program  Summary 


Block 

Primary  Program  Use 

Area1 

Unit  Count 

Block  21A 

Office 

388,000 

- 

Block  21 B 

Office 

286,000 

- 

Block  23 

Residential 

330,000 

329 

Block  24 

Office 

162,000 

- 

Block  25 

Residential 

190,000 

160 

Block  26 

Commercial 

140,000 

- 

Total 

1,496,000 

489 

979,000  Commercial 
517,000  Residential 

1  Inclusive  of  all  building  space,  including  mechanical  spaces.  Zoning  Gross  Floor  Area  not  yet  defined. 


Project  Impacts 

The  Project  is  anticipated  to  generate  approximately  13,6387  (6,819  entering  and 
6,819  exiting)  unadjusted  daily  vehicle  trips.  Once  mode  shares  are  applied,  the 
Project  is  anticipated  to  generate  approximately  6,765  (3,386  entering  and  3,379 
exiting)  adjusted  daily  vehicle  trips,  452  (343  entering  and  109  exiting)  morning  peak 
hour  vehicle  trips,  533  (343  entering  and  109  exiting)  evening  peak  hour  vehicle 
trips,  and  344  (181  entering  and  163  exiting)  Saturday  peak  hour  vehicle  trips.  The 
Project  will  generate  approximately  4,732  (2,359  entering,  2,373  exiting)  daily  transit 
trips,  321  (220  entering,  101  exiting)  morning  peak  hour  transit  trips,  348  (91 
entering,  257  exiting)  evening  peak  hour  transit  trips,  and  226  (1 14  entering  and  112 
exiting)  Saturday  peak  hour  transit  trips.  Approximately  97%  of  the  transit  trips  will 
occur  by  subway  (Orange  Line)  with  only  3%  occurring  by  MBTA  bus  routes. 

Physical  and  Operational  Transportation  Improvements 

The  traffic  study  analysis  indicates  that  depending  on  the  nature  of  a  given  Project 
use,  approximately  15-  to  35-percent  of  the  Project  traffic  will  be  passing  through 
the  Mystic  Avenue/Broadway/Lombardi  Street  interchange  at  the  southwesterly  end 
of  the  Assembly  Square  district.  This  interchange  was  reconstructed  with  significant 
signal  enhancements  as  part  of  the  initial  nearby  Assembly  Square  redevelopment 
project.  However,  to  help  mitigation  any  potential  traffic  impacts  resulting  from  this 
Project,  the  Proponent  is  proposing  to  install  an  adaptive  traffic  signal  system 
including  the  following  four  locations: 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

>  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

>  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 
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Each  of  these  four  locations  is  currently  signalized,  and  interconnected,  so  that  they 
all  are  operating  in  a  coordinated  manner  under  peak-period  conditions.  However, 
installing  the  updated  adaptive  signal  equipment  will  allow  these  four  signals  to 
operate  in  a  far  more  flexible,  adaptive  manner  responding  to  actual  traffic 
conditions  continuously  on  a  cycle-by-cycle  basis.  Adaptive  signal  control  is  a 
relatively  new  design  entity,  but  it  has  been  found  to  be  very  effective,  and  far  more 
responsive  than  just  relying  on  predetermined  signal  timing  programs.  This  new 
system  will  help  to  minimize  Project  impacts  while  helping  to  address  existing 
deficiencies  in  this  area. 

Physical  and  Operational  Transportation  Improvements  -  Middlesex  Avenue 
access  improvements 

A  new  Project  Site  driveway  limited  to  entering  and  exiting  right-turns  will  be 
provided  on  Middlesex  Avenue  due  to  the  existing  landscaped  island  opposite  the 
Site  which  limits  Middlesex  Avenue  to  one-way,  northbound  travel  only  in  this 
area.  To  help  provide  adequate  sight  lines  looking  from  this  driveway  towards 
northbound  Middlesex  Avenue  traffic,  the  easterly  curbline  of  this  roadway  will  be 
shifted  by  up  to  26  feet  to  the  west.  The  Proponent  also  will  consult  with  MassDOT 
to  discuss  additional  options  involving  a  more  significant  shifting  of  the  roadway  as 
requested  by  the  City  of  Somerville. 

Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM) 

Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  measures  are  most  often  directed  at 
commuter  travel  and  implemented  at  office  sites.  However,  due  to  the  mixed-use 
and  transit-orientated  nature  of  the  Proposed  Project,  there  also  are  opportunities 
to  bring  TDM  programs  to  the  Proposed  Project's  other  land  uses,  including  the 
residential  housing  retail  shops,  restaurants,  and  active  uses.  As  part  of  the  local 
permitting  for  the  Proposed  Project  a  detailed  "Mobility  Management  Plan"  was 
developed  through  consultation  with  the  City  planning  staff.  The  general  content  of 
that  document  is  summarized  below. 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  becoming  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association.  An  overall  on-site  TDM  coordinator  will  be 
designated  to  oversee  all  TDM  programs  for  each  building  of  the  Proposed  Project, 
and  the  Project  site  in  its  entirety.  The  person(s)  in  this  role  will  coordinate  with  other 
organizations  within  Assembly  Square  to  help  promote  a  reduced  reliance  on  single¬ 
occupant  motor-vehicle  travel  to  the  Project  site. 

General  TDM  measures  to  be  implemented  as  part  of  this  Project  will  involve 
promoting  transit  use  and  facilitating  bicycle  and  pedestrian  travel  both  through  site 
amenities  and  ongoing  practices  and  programs.  These  will  include  providing  bicycle 
racks  and  amenities  and  will  involve  providing  a  new  "Blue  Bikes"  bike-share  station 
within  the  Project  Site.  The  mixed-use  nature  of  the  site  by  itself  also  effectively  will 
function  as  a  TDM  measure.  Specifically,  with  the  variety  of  uses  proposed  both 
within  the  Project  site  and  in  place  in  the  surrounding  area,  the  need  to  travel  off¬ 
site  by  automobile  for  dining  or  shopping  opportunities  will  be  minimize.  With  the 
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mixture  of  residences  and  office/lab  uses  it  is  possible  that  some  residents  may 
specifically  choose  to  work  on  site  due  to  it  also  being  their  place  of  employment, 
further  reducing  the  need  for  vehicular  travel. 

Monitoring  Program 

The  Proponent  will  conduct  annual  travel  surveys  through  the  on-site  TDM 
coordinators  to  be  appointed  as  outlined  above.  These  surveys  will  be  developed 
through  consultation  with  the  City  to  determine  the  number  of  Site  employees 
utilizing  public  transportation,  those  traveling  to  the  Site  by  private  automobile,  and 
those  using  car-sharing  services.  Employees  also  will  be  surveyed  to  identify  those 
that  bike  or  walk  to  and  from  work. 

Following  the  opening  of  the  site,  the  Proponent  will  conduct  biennial  (every  other 
year)  counts  of  entering  and  exiting  automobile  trips  for  each  of  the  parking  garages 
and  lots  proposed  as  part  of  the  Project.  The  post-opening  monitoring  also  will 
include  the  annual  reporting  of  parking  utilization  for  each  parking  garage  and 
parking  lot.  This  will  be  done  through  an  inventory  to  be  conducted  for  a 
representative  weekday  midday  period  when  it  can  reasonably  be  assumed  that  the 
combined  peak  parking  demand  for  employees,  residents,  and  visitors  would  occur. 
In  keeping  with  standard  practices  for  the  City  of  Somerville,  all  of  the  monitoring 
outlined  above  will  occur  during  the  months  of  April/May  or  September/October, 
unless  other  time  periods  are  pre-approved  by  the  City. 

Construction  Management  Plan 

The  Proponent  has  begun  development  of  a  detailed  construction  management 
plan  ("CMP")  that  will  address  the  temporary  transportation  impacts  of  the  project. 
Typically  included  in  a  CMP  is  a  clear  explanation  of  the  phasing  and  timing  of 
construction.  Included  are: 

>  Estimates  of  the  number  of  workers  on  the  site  by  phase; 

>  The  associated  expected  amount  of  construction  traffic; 

>  Construction  vehicle  routing  and  staging; 

>  Site  entrance  and  egress  points;  and 

>  An  explanation  of  how  roadway  operations,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  activities 
will  be  maintained  throughout  the  construction  period. 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  developing  the  CMP  in  concert  with  the  City  of 
Somerville  and  MassDOT. 

Construction  Vehicle  Traffic 

Construction  vehicles  will  be  necessary  to  move  construction  materials  to  and  from 
the  Project  Site.  Every  effort  will  be  made  to  reduce  noise,  control  fugitive  dust,  and 
minimize  other  disturbances  associated  with  construction  traffic.  Truck  staging  and 
laydown  areas  for  the  Project  will  be  carefully  planned. 
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Pedestrian  Access  during  Construction 

The  Project  is  committed  to  ensuring  that  pedestrian  and  bicycle  accommodations 
of  equivalent  width,  quality,  and  accessibility  be  provided  and  protected  throughout 
construction.  All  temporary  sidewalk  and/or  bike  lane  accommodations  will  be 
treated  as  a  normal  sidewalk  and  bike  lane  with  regards  to  winter  weather 
operations  (clearing  of  snow  and  ice)  and  extreme  rain  events  (prevent/resolve  large 
puddles),  to  the  extent  feasible.  During  construction,  the  Project  will  aim  to  not  close 
any  sidewalks  and/or  bike  lanes,  but  will  relocate  and/or  protect  such  facilities, 
including  key  destinations  such  as  Assembly  Row,  Partners  Health  Care,  and  Stop 
and  Shop.  As  the  Project  advances  in  design  and  moves  into  construction,  the 
General  Contractor  will  identify  changes  required  in  any  bicycle  and/or  pedestrian 
routes  as  part  of  the  CMP. 

Findings 

MassDOT  finds  that  the  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  construction  of  the 
Project  are  those  impacts  described  in  the  Draft  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report,  which  will  be  updated  as  necessary  in  permit  applications  submitted  for 
compliance  with  federal  and  state  environmental  laws. 

Further,  MassDOT  finds  that,  with  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures 
described  herein,  all  feasible  means  and  measures  will  have  been  taken  to  avoid  or 
minimize  adverse  impacts  to  the  environment  relating  to  construction  and  operation 
of  the  proposed  Project.  Appropriate  conditions  will  be  included  in  permits  issued 
for  the  Project  to  ensure  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures. 


By 


Date 
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8.2.2  MEPA  GHG  Self-Certification  Letter 

In  accordance  with  the  MEPA  GHG  Policy,  the  Proponent  will  provide  a  self- 
certification  to  the  MEPA  Office  signed  by  an  appropriate  professional  (e.g., 
engineer,  architect,  transportation  planner,  general  contractor)  following  completion 
of  construction  to  demonstrate  that  the  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  have  been 
mitigated.  A  draft  commitment  letter  for  this  self-certification  submission  is  provided 
below. 

DRAFT  ONLY 


May  31,  2018 

Secretary  Matthew  A.  Beaton 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  MA  02114 

ATTN:  Deirdre  Buckley,  Director,  MEPA  Office 

Re:  Letter  of  Commitment  for  Stationary  Source  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions 

Self-Certification 

EA  No.  15595-  XMBLY,  Somerville,  MA 
Dear  Secretary  Beaton  and  Director  Buckley: 

On  behalf  of  CDNV  Assembly,  LLC,  VHB  has  prepared  a  summary  of  the  estimated 
reduction  in  overall  energy  use  and  stationary  source  Greenhouse  Gas  (GHG) 
emissions  for  the  XMBLY  Project  located  at  5  Middlesex  Avenue  in  Somerville, 
Massachusetts  (the  "Project"). 

In  accordance  with  the  current  MEPA  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Policy  and  Protocol 
(the  "GHG  Policy")  dated  May  2010,  the  stationary  source  GHG  assessment  was 
provided  to  the  MEPA  Office  as  part  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (the 
"DEIR")  filed  on  May  31,  2018.  The  design  case  assumed  building  design  and  system 
improvements  that  would  result  in  energy  reductions,  in  accordance  with  the  GHG 
Policy. 

The  energy  conservation  measures  for  the  full  build-out  of  the  Project  are  estimated 
to  reduce  the  overall  energy  use  by  26.2  percent  resulting  in  a  19.9  percent 
reduction  in  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  when  compared  to  the  baseline  case. 
The  following  table  presents  the  estimated  energy  savings  and  C02  emissions 
reductions  for  the  Project. 
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Energy  Consumption  (MMBtu/yr)  CO2  Emissions  (tons/yr)1 


Building  Name 

Base 

Case2 

Design 

Case 

Percent 

Savings 

Base 

Case2 

Design 

Case 

Percent 

Reduction 

Block  21A 

18,458 

14,604 

20.9% 

1,674.7 

1,339.6 

20.0% 

Block  21B 

32,701 

23,024 

29.6% 

2,733.6 

2,126.5 

22.2% 

Block  23 

13,927 

10,335 

25.8% 

1,152.9 

957.1 

17.0% 

Block  25 

8,018 

6,250 

22.0% 

664.0 

579.8 

12.7% 

Block  26 

14,876 

10,686 

28.2% 

1,312.0 

1,037.3 

20.9% 

Total 

87,979 

64,899 

26.2% 

7,537.2 

6,040.3 

19.9% 

1  tons/yr  =  short  tons  per  year 

2  The  Base  Case  represents  current  Base  Energy  Code  IECC  201 5  and  ASHRAE  90.1  -201 3  standards. 


The  building  energy  model  results/energy  savings  and  estimated  stationary  source 
GHG  emissions  reductions  are  preliminary.  Following  completion  of  construction  of 
each  element,  the  Proponent  will  submit  a  self-certification  to  the  MEPA  Office, 
signed  by  an  appropriate  professional,  which  identifies  the  as-built  energy 
conservation  measures  and  documents  the  stationary  source  GHG  emissions 
reductions  from  the  baseline  case. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (617)  607-2973  or  via  e  mail  at 
slattrell@vhb.com. 


Very  truly  yours, 

VANASSE  HANGEN  BRUSTLIN,  INC. 


Seth  Lattrell 
Environmental  Planner 
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Response  to  EENF  Comments 

This  chapter  presents  responses  to  the  MEPA  Certificate  on  the  EENF  and  all  public 
comments  received  on  the  EENF.  Copies  of  the  EENF  Certificate  and  each  comment 
letter  received  during  the  public  review  period  of  the  EENF  are  included  in  this 
chapter.  Each  letter  is  assigned  a  number,  as  listed  in  Table  9-1.  Where  appropriate, 
reference  is  made  to  corresponding  section  of  the  DEIR. 

Table  9-1  List  of  EENF  Comment  Letters 


Letter 

No. 

Commenter 

Affiliation 

Date  Received 

ENF  Comments 

C 

Secretary  Matthew 
Beaton 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental 
Affairs/M EPA  Office 

November  30,  2016 

1 

John  D.  Viola 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection 

November  23,  2016 

2 

J.  Lionel  Lucien 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation 

November  23,  2016 

3 

Paul  F.  Ormond 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Energy 
Resources 

November  29,  2016 

4 

Mathias  Neuber 

Somerville  Conservation  Commission 

November  23,  2016 

5 

Brad  Rawson 

Somerville  Mayor's  Office  of  Strategic 

Planning  &  Community  Development 

November  23,  2016 

6 

Marianne  Connolly 

Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

November  10,  2016 

7 

Bob  Sloane;  Brendan 
Kearney 

WalkBoston 

November  23,  2016 

8 

Teresa  Vazquez-Dodero  East  Somerville  Main  Streets 

n/a 

9 

Marc  D.  Draisen 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

November  23,  2016 

10 

Fr.  Richard  G.  Curran 

Somerville  Catholic  Collaborative 

November  23,  2016 

11 

Mark  J.  Lyons 

Mystic  View  Task  Force 

November  23,  2016 

12 

William  T.  Gage 

Somerville  Redevelopment  Authority 

November  22,  2016 

13 

Matt  McLaughlin 

Alderman,  Ward  1  Somerville 

November  23,  2016 

14 

Katjana  Ballantyne 

Alderman,  Ward  7  Somerville 

November  23,  2016 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 
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Wig  Zamore 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

Andrea  Ranger 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

Gary  S.  Trujillo 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

Jane  Fair  Bestor 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

David  Dahlbacka 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Ellin  Reisner 

Resident 

n/a 

Maureen  Barillaro 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Sam  Engelstad 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Renee  Scott 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Tori  Antonino 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

Fred  Berman 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Barbara  Steiner 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

William  Shelton 

Resident 

November  22,  2016 

Anne  Tate 

Resident 

November  23,  2016 

Lee  Palmer 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 

Lynn  McWhood 

Resident 

November  21,  2016 
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EENF  Certificate 


Comment  C.1 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  description  of  the  project  and  describe  any  changes 
to  the  project  since  the  filing  of  the  EENF. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Sections  1.3  and  1.4  for  a  summary  of  proposed  conditions,  as  well  as 
Project  refinements  since  the  EENF  filing.  Please  also  refer  to  Figures  1.3  and  1.4a-b 
for  Existing  and  Proposed  Conditions  Plans. 

Comment  C.2 

The  DEIR  should  include  updated  site  plans,  if  applicable,  for  existing  and  post¬ 
development  conditions  at  a  legible  scale. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Figures  1.3  and  1.4a-b  for  Existing  and  Proposed  Conditions  Plans. 

Comment  C.3 

The  DEIR  should  provide  a  summary,  on  a  building  by  building  basis  of  floor  area  by 
use,  number  of  dwelling  or  hotel  units  (as  applicable),  and  overall  height  (i.e.,  stories). 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Sections  1.3  and  Table  1-1  of  Chapter  1,  Project  Summary,  fora 
detailed  summary  of  the  building  program,  and  dimensional  and  massing  statistics 
for  the  proposed  buildings. 

Comment  C.4 

Conceptual  plans  should  be  provided  at  a  legible  scale  and  clearly  identify  impervious 
areas,  publicly  accessible  open  space,  roadway  layout  and  ownership,  easement  areas, 
pedestrian  and  bicycle  accommodations,  and  stormwater  (including  discharge  points) 
and  utility  infrastructure. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Civil  Site  Plans  in  Appendix  E  for  Proposed  Conditions  Plans. 
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Comment  C.5 

Conceptual  plans  should  also  include  offsite  work  associated  with  transportation 
and/or  utility  improvements. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  description  and  conceptual  plans  of 
proposed  transportation  improvements. 

Comment  C.6 

The  DEIR  should  include  graphics  depicting  the  location  of  water  and  sewer  mains  and 
describe  the  ownership,  size,  and  ultimate  discharge  location  for  wastewater.  The  DEIR 
should  also  clarify  estimated  water  use  and  wastewater  generation  based  upon 
MassDEP  Title  5  regulations. 

Response 

Refer  to  the  Utility  Plan  in  Appendix  E  for  proposed  water  and  sewer  connections  to 
existing  water  and  sewer  mains.  Material,  size,  and  ownership  of  water  and  sewer  lines 
are  shown  on  the  Utility  Plan.  Water  and  wastewater  generation  calculations  for  the 
Project  are  included  in  Chapter  6,  Infrastructure. 

Comment  C.7 

The  DEIR  should  identify  any  areas  regulated  under  the  Massachusetts  Contingency 
Plan  (MCP)/M.G.L.  c.  21 E.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  potential  impacts  to  MCP-regulated 
areas,  summarize  the  results  of  completed  Environmental  Site  Assessments  (if  any), 
and  describe  soil  testing  data  or  other  data  analysis  completed  to  date  on-site. 

Response 

The  Proponent  has  completed  a  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessment 
("ESA")  to  identify  potential  impacts  to  MCP  regulated  areas.  A  summary  of  those 
results  is  provided  in  Appendix  F. 

Comment  C.8 

The  DEIR  should  also  include  a  discussion  of  permitting  requirements  for  the  project 
and  how  the  project  will  be  designed  and  constructed  in  accordance  with  applicable 
regulatory  performance  standards. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  1.5.1  and  1.5.2  for  a  summary  of  applicable  discretionary 
approvals,  and  to  Section  1.5.3  for  a  summary  of  summary  of  anticipated  permits 
and  approvals. 
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Comment  C.9 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  discussion  of  project  alternatives  to  ensure  that 
environmental  impacts  are  avoided,  minimized,  and  mitigated  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  The  DEIR  should  include  analysis  of  the  following  development 
alternatives: 

>  A  No-Build  Alternative  that  retains  the  existing  office  building,  parking  areas  and 
driveway  circulation; 

>  The  Preferred  Alternative; 

A  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  that  further  reduces  impervious  area,  and 
incorporates  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  measures.  I  recommend  the 
Proponent  incorporate  into  this  Alternative  additional  publicly  accessible  open 
space  in  response  to  comments  from  the  City  of  Somerville  and  residents. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  2,  Alternatives  Analysis,  for  a  description  of  Project 
Alternatives. 

Comment  C.10 

In  addition,  to  address  concerns  expressed  by  the  City  of  Somerville  and  residents,  I 
encourage  the  Proponent  to  include  an  alternative  that  increases  the  setback  of 
residential  uses  from  1-93. 

Response 

Per  specific  guidance  from  the  City  of  Somerville,  the  residential  buildings  at  Blocks 
23+25  are  proposed  to  be  located  in  exceedance  of  300  feet  from  1-93  to  reduce  air 
quality  impacts  to  the  residential  program.  In  addition,  built  and  planted  elements, 
including  existing  and  proposed  commercial  structures,  adjacent  site  walls  and  a 
planted  tree  grove,  are  organized  to  provide  a  buffer  between  1-93  and  the 
residential  parcels.  See  Figure  1.4a-b  and  Section  5.2.2. 

Comment  C.1 1 

/  note  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  may  incorporate  all  or  portions  of  the  various 
alternatives  analyzed  as  part  of  the  DEIR.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  schematic  design 
plan,  a  summary  of  uses  and  square  footage/units,  and  summary  table  comparing 
environmental  impacts  for  each  development  scenario  (i.e.,  traffic  trips,  water  use, 
wastewater  generation,  parking  spaces,  percent  open  space,  and  height). 

Response 

As  requested  by  the  EENF  Certificate,  Section  2.3,  and  Table  2-1  and  Table  2-2 
provide  a  quantitative  and  qualitative  analysis  of  the  potential  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Project  alternatives. 
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Comment  C.12 

The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  benefits  and  challenges  associated  with  each  alternative 
and  explain  why  alternatives  were  not  selected. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  2.2,  for  a  description  of  Project  Alternatives.  As  requested  by 
the  EENF  Certificate,  Section  2.3,  and  Table  2-1  and  Table  2-2  provide  a  quantitative 
and  qualitative  analysis  of  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  Project 
alternatives,  and  an  explanation  of  why  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  carried  forward 
for  further  analysis  in  this  document  as  the  Project. 

Comment  C.13 

The  DEIR  should  describe  how  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  further  reduce  impervious 
surfaces,  including  use  of  LID,  pervious  material  (i.e.,  porous  pavement,  plazas)  and/or 
landscaped  open  space. 

Response 

The  Project  utilizes  several  LID  techniques  throughout  the  site.  Blocks  21  and  23 
propose  to  have  green  roofs,  the  roadways  will  have  structural  water  quality  units  to 
treat  the  stormwater  runoff  collected  by  deep  sump  catch  basins  with  oil/debris 
traps,  rain  gardens  and  permeable  pavers  to  treat  stormwater  runoff  collected  by 
sidewalks  and  open  space,  and  other  structural  and  non-structural  BMPs. 

Comment  C.14 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  graphic  depicting  and  tabulating  the  area  dedicated  to 
publicly  accessible  open  space.  It  should  identify  whether  it  consists  of  hardscape  (i.e., 
sidewalks,  plazas,  etc.)  or  pervious  area. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Figure  1.6  for  Site  Landscaping  and  Open  Space,  and  Figure  1.7  for 
Proposed  Pervious  Areas.  The  Project  Team  is  continuing  to  advance  design  to 
identify  additional  suitable  spaces  to  incorporate  permeable  pavements. 

Comment  C.15 

As  the  full-build  project  is  proposed  in  phases,  the  DEIR  should  clearly  identify  the 
amount  of  open  space  that  will  be  provided  as  part  of  each  development  phase. 

Response 

This  Project  is  anticipated  to  be  phased  to  meet  market  demand.  Block  23  is 
intended  to  be  the  first  phase  and  will  include  the  construction  of  Roads  K  and  L,  as 
well  as  the  public  realm  improvements  along  Revolution  Drive  and  Grand  Union 

Response  to  Comments 
9-6 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Boulevard.  Approximately  25,000  SF  of  the  site's  signature  central  open  space  will 
also  be  provided  as  part  of  the  first  phase.  This  work  is  anticipated  to  commence  in 
the  second  quarter  of  2019.  Refer  to  Figure  1.8a-f  for  the  project's  proposed  phasing 
strategy. 

Comment  C.16 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  graphic  that  clearly  identifies  the  location  and  quantifies 
the  areas  subject  to  a  land  transfer  between  private  parties  to  facilitate  the  overall 
development  plan.  It  should  identify  current  ownership,  proposed  ownership,  and 
temporary  and  permanent  easement  areas. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Appendix  G. 

Comment  C.17 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  transportation  study  prepared  in  conformance  current 
(March  2014)  MassDOT/EOEEA  Transportation  Impact  Assessment  (DA)  Guidelines. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transportation  and  parking 
analysis. 

Comment  C.18 

MEPA  review  of  projects  in  this  area,  including  Assembly  Row  (EEA#  13989),  Wynn 
Everett  (EEA#  15060)  and  other  development  projects  has  consistently  identified 
significant  concerns  with  existing  and  growing  traffic  congestion.  The  project  site  is 
located  in  an  area  undergoing  intensive  redevelopment  which  warrants  full  analysis  of 
traffic  impacts  associated  with  proposed  projects.  It  is  located  within  the  study  area  of 
the  Lower  Mystic  Regional  Working  Group  (LMRWG).  It  is  critical  that  the  Proponent 
consider  the  potential  impacts  of  its  own  project  on  area  infrastructure,  as  well  as 
mitigation  measures  proposed  in  conjunction  with  nearby  developments  located  in  the 
LMRWG  Study  Area  such  as  the  Wynn  Casino. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  Project 
transportation  impacts. 

Comment  C.19 

In  light  of  the  complex  nature  of  transportation  infrastructure  in  and  adjacent  to  the 
project  site,  the  Proponent  should  consult  with  Mass  DOT,  the  MBTA,  MAPC,  the  City  of 
Somerville  and  any  other  city  or  Town  that  may  contain  an  intersection  included  in  the 
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TIAS  Study  Area  to  ensure  completion  of  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  project- 
related  transportation  impacts.  The  Proponent  should  follow  the  progress  of  the 
LMRWG  study  and  consider  its  recommendations  as  the  mitigation  program  is 
developed. 

Response 

The  updated  transportation  analysis  includes  the  traffic  study  area  specified  in  the 
Secretary's  Certificate  on  the  EENF.  The  updated  study  area  for  this  evaluation 
includes  additional  locations  in  the  cities  of  Somerville,  Boston,  and  Medford.  The 
Project  team  recently  has  had  extensive  ongoing  discussions  with  the  City  of 
Somerville  regarding  the  transportation  aspects  of  this  project  as  part  of  the  local 
entitlement  process.  The  Project  team  also  reached  out  to  the  City  of  Boston  for  the 
most  recent  traffic  count  data  and  conceptual  improvement  plans  for  Sullivan 
Square  to  the  south  of  the  Project  Site.  The  Proponent  has  been  tracking  the 
ongoing  analysis  of  this  and  several  of  these  locations  studied  as  part  of  the  recent 
permitting  of  the  nearby  Encore  Boston  Harbor  project. 

Comment  C.20 

The  DEIR  should  include  sufficiently  detailed  conceptual  plans  (preferably  80-scale)  for 
any  proposed  roadway  improvements  in  order  to  verify  the  feasibility  of  constructing 
improvements.  The  conceptual  plans  should  show  proposed  lane  widths  and  offsets, 
layout  lines  and  jurisdictions,  and  the  land  uses  (including  access  drives  and  loading 
areas)  adjacent  to  areas  where  improvements  are  proposed. 

Response 

The  primary  automobile-oriented  traffic  mitigation  for  the  Project  is  focused  on  the 
following  four  locations: 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp  U-Turn 

>  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  Grand  Union  Boulevard  /  Lombardi  Way 

>  Lombardi  Way  at  1-93  Southbound  Off-Ramp 

>  Broadway  at  Lombardi  Way  /  Mt.  Vernon  Street 

The  proposed  work  at  these  locations  will  involve  the  implementation  of  an  adaptive 
traffic  signal  system.  Each  intersection  currently  is  signalized  and  interconnected 
with  the  others.  However,  installing  the  updated  adaptive  signal  equipment  will 
allow  these  four  signals  to  operate  in  a  far  more  flexible,  adaptive  manner 
responding  to  actual  traffic  conditions  continuously  on  a  cycle-by-cycle  basis.  As  no 
physical  changes  are  expected  to  be  constructed  at  these  locations,  conceptual 
design  plans  are  not  required.  However,  as  the  Project  design  advances  the 
Proponent  will  coordinate  with  the  MassDOT  District  4  office  regarding  the  required 
changes  within  the  signal  cabinets,  and  any  others  associated  equipment 
modifications  which  may  be  required.  Conceptual  improvement  plans  have  been 
provided  depicting  proposed  roadway  improvements  associated  with  a  new  Project 
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Site  driveway  on  Middlesex  Avenue  (which  will  be  limited  to  entering  and  exiting 
right-turns  only).  In  conjunction  with  the  new  driveway,  the  easterly  curbline  of  this 
roadway  will  be  shifted  by  up  to  26  feet  to  the  west.  The  Proponent  also  will  consult 
with  MassDOT  to  discuss  additional  options  involving  a  more  significant  shifting  of 
the  roadway  as  requested  by  the  City  of  Somerville.  As  this  change  only  was  raised 
as  a  suggestion  in  early  June  2018,  conceptual  improvement  plans  for  that  possible 
modification  still  are  under  development.  Once  initial  plans  have  been  developed, 
the  Proponent  will  meet  with  the  City  of  Somerville  and  the  MassDOT  District  4 
office. 

Comment  C.21 

Roadway  mitigation  measures  should  consider  levels-of-service  (LOS)  for  all  modes  of 
transit  (i.e.,  multi-modal  LOS)  to  ensure  improvements  meet  the  needs  of  all  travel 
modes,  not  just  automobiles. 

Response 

The  design  of  the  Project  Site  involves  the  creation  of  a  new  internal  roadway 
network  comprising  of  two  new  roadways  -  Road  K  and  Road  L.  These  roadways 
have  been  designed  to  tie  into  the  surrounding  multi-modal  roadway  network 
within  the  Assembly  Square  District.  Both  roads  will  feature  attractive,  wide  sidewalks 
with  associated  streetscape  amenities.  Road  K  also  has  been  designed  to  have 
sufficient  width  for  on-street  bicycle  lanes,  though  the  roadway  is  expected  to  have 
a  low-speed  environment  where  bicyclists  can  readily  travel  within  the  flow  or 
automobile  traffic.  The  curb  cuts  locations  for  the  Project  uses  have  been  designed 
to  minimize  interruption  of  these  roads.  The  southerly  portion  of  Road  K  also  has 
been  designed  to  function  as  a  "festival  street"  with  a  pedestrian-oriented 
environment  allowing  for  that  portion  of  the  roadway  to  be  closed  for  special 
occasions  and  events. 

Comment  C.22 

Finally,  conceptual  roadway  improvement  plans  should  demonstrate  that 
improvements  are  consistent  with  a  Complete  Streets  design  approach. 

Response 

The  Middlesex  Avenue  roadway  improvements  noted  under  the  response  to 
comment  C.20  are  being  advanced  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  the  need  to 
provide  adequate  sight  lines  looking  to  and  from  this  driveway.  The  design  also 
addresses  the  current  deficient  condition  of  the  narrow  sidewalk  along  the  edge  of 
Middlesex  Avenue  in  this  area.  By  shifting  the  roadway  as  shown,  wider  sidewalks 
separated  from  the  roadway  by  a  landscape  strip  can  be  provided,  along  with  other 
surrounding  open  space  amenities.  As  summarized  in  the  response  to  Comment 
C.21,  the  newly  proposed  internal  roadway  network  has  been  designed  to  promote  a 
multi-modal  environment. 
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Comment  C.23 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  inventory  of  the  bicycle  and  pedestrian  network 
throughout  the  TIAS  study  area,  including  the  type  and  dimension  of  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  facilities  and  volumes  of  bicyclist  and  pedestrians  that  are  expected  to  use 
those  facilities.  The  DEIR  should  include  graphics  (and  supporting  narrative)  depicting 
existing  and  proposed  internal  circulation  patterns  (vehicles,  pedestrian,  and  bicycles) 
and  connection  points  to  adjacent  land  uses  and  access  roadways  (including  the 
location  of  sidewalks,  crosswalks  and  bicycle  lanes/accommodations).  The  DEIR  should 
identify  the  amount,  type  (covered-secured,  uncovered),  and  location  of  bicycle  parking 
for  each  development  phase,  as  well  as  potential  locations  for  bikeshare  docking 
stations.  Curb  cuts  into  the  garages  or  those  associated  with  proposed  loading  areas 
should  be  designed  with  consideration  for  adequate  pedestrian  and  bicycle  access  and 
safety. 

Response 

The  proposed  Project  Site  has  been  designed  to  include  224  secured,  internal  bicycle 
parking  spaces  for  residents  and  workers.  Specifically,  164  bike  parking  spaces  will 
be  provided  for  Site  residents,  while  an  additional  60  bicycle  parking  spaces  will  be 
provided  for  the  various  non-residential  uses.  This  supply  meets  the  City  of 
Somerville  zoning  requirements  and  is  more  than  adequate  to  serve  the  functional 
needs  of  the  Project.  Outdoor  bicycle  racks  also  will  be  provided  within  50  feet  of 
each  primary  building  entrance.  As  required  by  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  new  bike- 
share  Blue  Bikes  docking  station  also  will  be  provided  within  the  Project  Site  at  a 
location  to  be  determined  through  consultation  with  the  City. 

The  parking  garages  located  within  Block  21  and  Block  23  will  feature  flush  driveway 
treatments  for  their  intersections  with  Road  K  and  Road  L,  respectively.  These 
driveways  also  will  feature  bollard  treatments  along  their  edges  to  provide  an 
increased  level  of  awareness  and  protection  for  pedestrians  walking  along  the 
frontage  sidewalks  at  both  buildings. 

Comment  C.24 

I  received  numerous  comments  focusing  on  the  opportunity  to  improve  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  passage  from  the  site,  under  1-93,  to  East  Somerville  via  the  Kensington/Foley 
Street  Underpass.  Other  comments  focused  on  opportunities  to  enhance  wayfinding 
signage,  lighting,  and  view  corridors  to  encourage  pedestrian  and  bicycle  use  to  and 
through  the  project  site.  The  Proponent  should  evaluate  the  existing  conditions  at  the 
Kensington  Underpass  and  include  a  discussion  of  potential  improvements  to  improve 
access  between  East  Somerville,  the  project  site,  the  Community  Path,  and  Assembly 
Station.  Development  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle  connections  should  focus  on  ensuring 
user  safety  given  the  heavy  traffic  volumes  in  the  project  vicinity. 

Response 
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The  Project  site  has  been  designed  to  strengthen  pedestrian  connections  to  the 
MBTA  Orange  Line  station.  Continuity  in  the  street  section  design  along  Foley  Street, 
which  includes  street  trees,  lighting  and  other  design  elements,  has  been 
emphasized  to  further  provide  a  consistent  pedestrian  experience  between  the 
proposed  master  plan,  Assembly  Row  and  the  East  Somerville  neighborhood.  The 
ownership  team  supports  improving  the  pedestrian  connection  at  the  1-93 
Underpass.  The  City  is  aware  of  this  and  has  suggested  that  funds  associated  with 
the  proposed  mitigation  agreement  may  support  these  improvements  (at  the  City's 
discretion). 

Comment  C.25 

The  DEIR  should  address,  and  I  hereby  incorporate  by  reference  concerns  noted  in  the 
Mass  DOT  comment  letter,  including  transit  demand  and  mode  split,  and  access  to 
Assembly  Station.  The  DEIR  should  include  supporting  data,  narrative  and/or  graphics 
as  necessary  to  thoroughly  respond  to  Mass  DOT'S  comments. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  mode  splits 
used  in  the  analysis,  along  with  a  comprehensive  transit  capacity  analysis. 

Comment  C.26 

The  DEIR  should  discuss  how  the  amount  of  parking  proposed  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  was  determined.  The  DEIR  should  compare  proposed  parking  supply  to 
ITE's  Parking  Generation  guidance,  comparable  facilities,  and  City  of  Somerville 
requirements.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  shared  parking  analysis  to  support  the 
amount  of  parking  proposed  in  light  of  potential  opportunities  for  shared  parking 
between  retail/office  and  residential  users  onsite.  Reductions  in  SO V  trips  can  often  be 
correlated  to  parking  availability  and  price.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  options  to  reduce 
parking  demand  on-site,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  charging  market  rates  for 
parking  for  all  users,  decoupling  parking  spaces  from  rental  fees,  etc. 

The  DEIR  should  identify  the  location  of  any  short-term  drop-off  or  pick-up  areas 
within  the  project  site  and  discuss  whether  these  can  be  accommodated  without 
impeding  traffic  flows  on  proposed  roadways  that  traverse  the  project  area.  The  DEIR 
should  also  demonstrate  that  all  loading  areas  are  designed  to  avoid  conflicts  with 
pedestrian  or  bicycle  routes  and  to  avoid  affecting  queues  at  intersections.  The  DEIR 
should  discuss  whether  parking  spaces  will  be  reserved  for  car  sharing  services  such  as 
ZipCar  and  if  the  Proponent  will  provide  infrastructure  for  electric  vehicle  (EV) 
charging. 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  includes  discussion  of  the  proposed  parking  supply.  In 
total,  1,693  parking  spaces  are  proposed,  which  exceeds  the  overall  City  of 
Somerville  requirement  of  1,488  spaces.  This  requirement  is  based  on  ratios  of  one 
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space  per  unit  for  residential,  one  space  per  1,000  sf  for  office/research  & 
development,  and  retail  space.  Restaurants  are  required  to  provide  two  spaces  per 
1,000  sf.  The  actual  residential  parking  ratio  is  planned  to  be  approximately  0.63 
spaces  per  unit,  with  197  and  110  structured  spaces  planned  for  Blocks  23  and  25, 
respectively.  The  remainder  of  the  parking  will  be  provided  in  the  1,352-space  Block 
21  garage  and  the  36-space  surface  lot  to  the  north  of  Block  26.  Not  included  in  this 
total  are  36-on-street  parking  spaces  which  will  be  provided  along  Road  K.  The 
parking  within  Block  21,  which  requires  expensive  garage  construction  by  the 
Proponent,  is  required  to  meet  the  anticipated  functional  needs  and  marketability 
for  future  tenants.  It  also  is  critical  to  help  avoid  spillover  parking  into  the  K-Mart 
surface  parking  lot  to  the  north  of  the  Site  and  other  non-Project  locations. 

Based  on  standard  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers'  data1,  the  adjusted  peak 
period  85th  percentile  demand  is  projected  to  be  2,063  parked  vehicles  on  a  typical 
weekday,  and  1,578  parked  vehicles  on  a  typical  non-December  Saturday.  While  the 
proposed  parking  supply  of  1,695  spaces  falls  below  the  critical  weekday  demand, 
this  will  help  to  promote  travel  to  and  from  the  Site  by  means  other  than  single¬ 
occupant  automobile.  Standard  supply  vs.  demand  parking  evaluations  involve 
comparing  the  unfettered  parking  demand  to  the  proposed  supply.  This  approach 
assumes  no  limitations  on  the  availability  of  parking  and  frequently  results  in  excess 
parking  being  provided.  By  restricting  the  parking  availability  as  proposed, 
Employees,  residents,  and  visitors  to  the  Site  will  be  encouraged  to  use  other  means 
of  travel.  The  Mobility  Management  Plan  documenting  this  process  is  provided  in 
Appendix  C. 

Comment  C.27 

The  DEIR  should  include  aggressive  and  specific  mode  share  goals,  either  by  use  or 
phase,  to  ensure  the  achievement  of  any  trip  reduction  measures  assumed  in  the 
transportation  study.  As  a  large  traffic  generator,  it  is  critical  that  the  Proponent 
identify  and  implement  measures  to  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT),  related  GHG 
emissions,  and  contribute  to  the  Commonwealth's  goal  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  by 
25%  from  1990  levels  by  2020  and  by  80%  from  1990  levels  by  2050.  Given  the  site 
proximity  to  MBTA  subway  and  bus  routes,  a  specific  focus  should  be  on  encouraging 
use  of  public  transit  by  all  site  users  through  site  design,  employer  incentives,  and 
parking  management. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  mode  splits 
used  in  the  analysis,  and  Appendix  C,  for  the  Mobility  Management  Plan  which  has 
been  developed  to  minimized  travel  to  and  from  the  Site  by  single-occupant 
automobile. 


1  Source:  Parking  Generation  -4th  Edition.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  Washington  D.C.  (2012).  Land  Use  Code 
(LUC)  221;  Low/Mid-Rise  Apartment),  LUC  701;  Office  Building,  and  LUC  820;  Shopping  Center  using  mode  splits  and  internal 
trip-sharing  as  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation. 
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Comment  C.28 

The  DEIR  should  identify  the  elements  of  a  TDM  program,  with  consideration  for  the 
varying  types  of  measures  applicable  to  retail,  office  and  residential  uses,  and 
recommendations  from  MassDOT  and  MARC.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  feasibility  of 
recommended  TDM  measures,  and  identify  those  that  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
TDM  program.  The  DEIR  should  identify  and  distinguish  the  roles  and  responsibilities 
of  the  Proponent  and  future  tenants  in  implementing  TDM  measures.  The  DEIR  should 
discuss  how  green  tenancy  lease  agreements  or  a  Tenant  Manual  will  be  used  as  a 
mechanism  to  ensure  implementation,  maintenance  and  success  of  TDM  measures. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Appendix  C,  for  the  Mobility  Management  Plan  documenting  the 
Project's  TDM  commitments. 

Comment  C.29 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  commitment  to  implement  a  transportation  monitoring 
program.  The  DEIR  should  identify  mode  share  goals  and  the  monitoring  report  should 
include  data  and  analysis  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  TOM  program  in  achieving 
these  goals.  The  DEIR  should  identify  the  data  that  will  be  collected  the  frequency  of 
data  collection,  and  identify  who  will  receive  the  data  and  analysis  (e.g.  MassDOT,  City 
of  Somerville,  etc.). 

Response 

The  Project's  Mobility  Management  Plan  (MMP)  developed  for  the  City  of  Somerville 
contains  a  post-opening  traffic  monitoring  program.  In  addition  to  vehicular  traffic 
counts  to  be  conducted  every  other  year  at  the  proposed  parking  facility  driveways, 
surveys  will  be  conducted  relative  to  the  MMP.  These  will  include  annual  travel 
surveys  for  all  employees  of  the  Site,  along  with  regular  status  updates  on  the  MMP 
and  service  implementation. 

Comment  C.30 

The  DEIR  should  include  an  analysis  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  GHG  Policy.  The 
Policy  requires  projects  to  quantify  carbon  dioxide  (CO 2)  emissions  and  identify 
measures  to  avoid,  minimize  or  mitigate  such  emissions.  The  analysis  quantifies  the 
direct  and  indirect  C02  emissions  associated  with  the  project's  energy  use  (stationary 
sources)  and  transportation-related  emissions  (mobile  sources).  The  GHG  analysis 
should  evaluate  C02  emissions  for  two  alternatives  as  required  by  the  Policy  including 
1)  a  Base  Case  and  2)  a  Mitigation  Alternative  that  incorporates  additional  energy 
saving  measures  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  Stretch  Energy  Code. 

Response 
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Please  refer  to  Section  4.3  for  an  analysis  prepared  in  accordance  the  MEPA  GHG 
Policy. 

Comment  C.31 

The  DOER  comment  letter  indicates  that,  based  on  the  analysis  provided  for  Phase  1  of 
the  project,  a  GHG  reduction  approaching  70%  could  be  attained  using  feasible 
strategies.  The  DEIR  should  address  DOER  comments,  including  analysis  of:  combined 
heat  and  power  (CHP)  for  both  the  hotel  and  residences,  which  will  have  significant 
domestic  hot  water  loads;  analysis  of  measures  to  increase  HVAC  efficiency  (i.e. 

Variable  Refrigerant  Flow,  Energy  Recovery,  and  Responsive  Systems  and  Controls); 
and  cold  climate  air  source  heat  pumps.  In  addition,  DOER  recommends  that  the 
Proponent  engage  National  Grid  and  Eversource  to  discuss  their  programs  that 
provide  performance-based  financial  incentives  for  energy  efficiency.  The  Proponent 
should  meet  with  representatives  from  the  MEPA  Office  and  DOER  to  ensure  concerns 
identified  in  the  comments  are  addressed  prior  to  submitting  the  DEIR. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on-site  renewables, 
alternative  energy,  and  local  utility  coordination. 

Comment  C.32 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  summary  of  modeling  inputs  (e.g.,  R-values,  U -factors, 
efficiencies,  lighting  power  density,  etc.)  for  energy  efficiency  measures  modeled  such 
as  equipment,  walls,  ceilings,  windows,  lighting,  HVAC  units,  etc.  for  both  the  Base 
Case  and  Mitigation  Alternative  based  upon  the  conceptual  design  for  the  proposed 
buildings  and  garages. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  summary  of  energy  and  GHG 
modeling  inputs,  including  mitigation  measures. 

Comment  C.33 

The  GHG  analysis  should  clearly  demonstrate  consistency  with  the  objectives  of  MEPA 
review,  one  of  which  is  to  document  the  means  by  which  the  Proponent  plans  to  avoid, 
minimize,  or  mitigate  Damage  to  the  Environment  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible. 

The  DEIR  should  state  modeling  assumptions  and  explicitly  note  which  GHG  reduction 
measures  have  been  modeled  and  those  that  cannot  be  modeled  due  to  the 
constraints  of  the  modeling  software.  Separate  calculations  for  certain  types  of  uses 
(e.g.,  parking  lot  lighting,  garage  ventilation)  may  be  required  to  identify  energy 
savings  associated  with  project  elements  that  cannot  be  effectively  modeled  by  the 
energy  modeling  software. 
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Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  summary  of  energy  and  GHG 
modeling  inputs,  including  mitigation  measures.  Electronic  modeling  output  will  be 
sent  directly  to  DOER. 

Comment  C.34 

The  Policy  includes  an  appendix  of  suggested  mitigation  measures  to  achieve 
reductions  in  project-related  GHG  emissions.  The  DEIR  should  analyze  the  feasibility  of 
these  mitigation  measures  (i.e.,  higher-efficiency  boilers,  higher-efficiency  hot  water 
heaters,  energy  efficient  windows,  higher-insulated  roof  and  walls,  and  glazing 
treatments),  and  if  feasible,  these  measures  should  be  included  within  the  modeling 
inputs,  as  applicable.  The  DEIR  should  explain,  in  reasonable  detail,  any  measure  not 
selected-  either  because  it  is  not  applicable  to  the  project  or  is  considered  technically 
or  financially  infeasible-  that  would  result  in  a  significant  reduction  of  GHG  emissions. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  the  energy  conservation  measures 
proposed  for  the  Project  and  alternative  measures  that  were  considered. 

Comment  C.35 

The  project  lends  itself  to  implementation  of  renewable  energy  technologies  to  reduce 
project-related  GHG  emissions.  I  note  that  the  EENF  indicated  that  the  Proponent 
intends  to  construct  the  roofs  of  the  Phase  2  biotech  building  and  the  Phase  3  office 
building  as  solar  ready  for  a  potential  third-party  photovoltaic  (PV)  installation.  The 
DEIR  should  expand  the  renewable  energy  analysis  and  analyze  the  use  of  solar  PV 
and  solar  thermal  for  the  project  in  its  entirety. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on-site  renewables 
including  solar  PV.  The  Project  will  be  constructed  with  solar-ready  rooftops. 

Comment  C.36 

The  DEIR  should  provide  a  conceptual  analysis  of  CHP  systems  for  the  hotel  and 
residential  buildings  to  serve  the  project  based  upon  projected  thermal  and  electrical 
loads  identified  in  the  GHG  analysis.  The  DEIR  should  describe  and  evaluate  several 
different  sized  CHP  systems  to  allow  for  comparison  of  benefits  or  disadvantages 
associated  with  system  efficiencies  and  overall  demand  requirements.  DOER 
comments  indicate  that  CHP  is  available  to  assist  the  Proponent  in  conducting  this 
analysis. 

Response 
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Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on¬ 
site  renewables  including  combined  heat  and  power.  Note  that  a  hotel  use  is  no 
longer  proposed. 

Comment  C.37 

The  solar  feasibility  analysis  should  consider  solar  PV  and  solar  thermal  options  and 
the  benefits  of  varying  ownership  structures  (i.e.,  outright  ownership  or  third  party 
lease).  The  analysis  should: 

>  Estimate  available  roof  area  (excluding  areas  dedicated  for  mechanical 
equipment)  on  all  buildings; 

>  State  the  assumed  panel  efficiency; 

>  Estimate  electrical  or  thermal  output  of  potential  systems  based  on  available  roof 
area;  and 

>  Estimate  annual  GHG  reductions  due  to  the  use  of  renewable  energy  versus 
electricity  or  natural  gas. 

The  analysis  should  include  a  narrative  and  data  to  support  the  Proponent's  adoption 
(or  dismissal)  of  solar  PV  or  solar  thermal  systems  as  a  feasible  measure  to  avoid, 
minimize  or  mitigate  project-related  GHG  emissions  and  Damage  to  the  Environment. 
If  the  Proponent  determines  that  implementation  of  solar  is  not  feasible  the  analysis 
should  include: 

>  A  commitment  to  construct  the  project  as  " solar-ready ".  At  a  minimum,  this 
commitment  should  include  design  of  a  structure  capable  of  supporting  solar- 
related  infrastructure.  Such  a  commitment  may  also  include  provision  of 
interconnection  and  inverter  equipment,  or  other  design  features  to  facilitate 
future  solar  installations. 

>  Completion  of  cost  analysis  to  determine  the  overall  financial  feasibility  of 
installation  of  solar,  including  potential  payback  periods. 

>  Discussion  of  potential  environmental  constraints  (shading,  presence  of  wetlands, 
etc.)  limiting  the  application  of  solar  on-site. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on¬ 
site  renewables  including  solar  energy. 

Comment  C.38 

The  DEIR  should  discuss  interior  fit-out  and  operational  requirements  that  will  be 
mandated  as  part  of  lease  agreements/guidelines  or  encouraged  for  adoption.  For 
those  components  that  will  be  encouraged  by  the  Proponent,  the  DEIR  should  identify 
specific  strategies  to  encourage  their  adoption  (e.g.  design  assistance,  financial 
incentives,  providing  a  list  of  approved  fit-out  material  performance  standards,  etc.). 
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These  measures  should  be  identified  in  conjunction  with  a  draft  Tenant  Manual  that 
should  be  included  in  the  DEIR  for  review. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  a  discussion  of  the  proposed  guidance  to  be 
provided  in  a  Tenant  Manual. 

Comment  C.39 

The  GHG  analysis  in  the  DEIR  should  demonstrate  that  mobile  source  GHG  emissions 
can  be  avoided,  minimized  and  mitigated  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  through 
establishment  of  aggressive  mode  share  goals  supported  by:  strong  transit  user 
incentives  (e.g.  transit  subsidies,  shuttle  services,  etc.),  right-sized  parking  supply,  safe 
and  convenient  access  and  services  for  bicyclists  and  pedestrians,  and  a  robust  TDM 
program  with  clearly  defined  goals  and  monitoring.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  mobile 
source  GHG  emissions  analysis  and  proposed  mitigation  based  on  the  traffic  study  and 
air  quality  analysis  with  an  emphasis  of  these  overarching  goals. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.2  for  an  analysis  of  mobile  source  GHG  emissions  and 
proposed  mitigation  measures. 

Comment  C.40 

The  DEIR  should  discuss  potential  effects  of  climate  change  to  the  project  site.  The 
DEIR  should  identify  site  elements  that  will  be  designed  to  minimize  the  potential 
impacts  of  extreme  heat  waves  and  limit  the  potential  impact  of  more  frequent  and 
intense  storm  precipitation  including,  but  not  limited  to: 

>  Ecosystem-based  adaptation  measures,  such  as  integration  of  tree  canopy  cover, 
rain  gardens,  low  impact  development  LID  stormwater  management  techniques, 
to  reduce  the  heat  island  effect  and  mitigate  stormwater  runoff. 

>  Use  of  on-site  renewable  energy  or  CHP  systems  may  provide  added  resiliency 
during  periods  of  power  loss  during  storms.  Storm  response  actions  and  resiliency 
measures  could  be  incorporated  into  leasing  agreements  or  Tenant  Manuals  and 
be  considered  as  part  of  guidance  related  to  tenant  fit-out  of  commercial  space. 

>  Incorporation  of  natural  ventilation  into  residential  units. 

>  Protection  of  emergency  generator  fuel  supplies  from  effects  of  extreme  weather 
and  flood  proofing. 

>  Expansion  of  the  size  of  emergency  generators  (beyond  the  8-  W  hour  run  time)  to 
allow  for  select  common  areas  and  other  emergency  and  life  safety  systems  to 
remain  operational  for  a  period  of  time  beyond  code  requirements,  specifically  in 
residential  buildings. 
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Refer  to  Section  4.5  of  Chapter  4,  Greenhouse  Gas,  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion 
of  GHG  reduction  strategies  and  climate  change  resiliency. 

Comment  C.41 

The  Proponent  should  conduct  this  mesoscale  analysis  and  present  its  results  in  the 
DEIR.  The  Proponent  should  consult  with  MassDEP  regarding  modeling  protocol  and  to 
confirm  the  current  applicable  emissions  model  prior  to  conducting  this  analysis. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  5.2.1  for  an  analysis  of  air  quality  mesoscale  emissions  and 
proposed  mitigation  measures. 

Comment  C.42 

While  there  are  no  anticipated  State  Agency  Actions  associated  with  air  and  noise 
pollution  for  the  project,  I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  include  a  discussion  of 
additional  air  quality  (indoor  and  outdoor)  and  noise  pollution  mitigation  measures 
that  the  Proponent  will  implement  in  response  to  the  comments  on  the  EENF. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10  and  Section  5.2.2.  The  Proponent  is 
working  closely  with  the  City  of  Somerville  and  local  grassroots  groups  to  ensure 
that  air  quality  and  noise  pollution  is  sufficiently  mitigated. 

Comment  C.43 

As  part  of  the  alternatives  analysis  for  the  DEIR,  I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  evaluate 
a  design  scenario  that  would  provide  a  wider  buffer  between  residential  uses  and  1-93. 
If  the  Preferred  Alternative  presented  in  the  DEIR  continues  to  include  residences  on 
this  development  parcel,  the  DEIR  should  evaluate  and  propose  suitable  mitigation 
measures  to  reduce  the  potential  air  pollution  impacts. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  C.44 

Depending  on  the  parking  garage  design  (i.e.,  open  air,  enclosed,  etc.),  the  DEIR  should 
provide  additional  information  on  the  proposed  location  of  parking  garage  emission 
vents  and  other  combustion  sources.  The  DEIR  should  demonstrate  that  these  exhaust 
areas  will  not  conflict  with  pedestrian  routes  or  public  gathering  spaces.  EPA's 
AERMOD  model  should  be  used  to  estimate  potential  ground-level  impacts  of  parking 
garages  and  combustion  source  emissions  (i.e.,  boilers,  generators,  etc.). 
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Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  5.2.2  for  an  analysis  of  potential  emissions  associated  with 
the  Project's  parking  garages. 

Comment  C.45 

The  DEIR  should  describe  existing  stormwater  management  infrastructure,  including 
connections  to  combined  sewer  infrastructure,  infrastructure  ownership,  and  ultimate 
discharge  points.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  relationship  of  proposed  stormwater 
flows  to  the  City  of  Somerville's  recently  constructed  72-inch  stormwater  pipe  outfall  in 
Draw  7  Park.  As  requested  by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA}, 
the  DEIR  should  confirm  that  no  stormwater  will  be  conveyed  to  any  storm  drain 
system  in  Mystic  Avenue  or  Middlesex  Avenue  or  to  any  other  storm  drain  system  that 
connects  to  a  sanitary  or  combined  sewer,  including  MWRA's  Somerville-Marginal 
Conduit.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impacts  of  project-related  stormwater 
flows  on  overall  system  capacity  and  frequency  of  combined  sewer  overflows  (CSOs),  if 
any.  The  DEIR  should  identify  specific  measures  the  Proponent  will  take  to  meet  inflow 
and  infiltration  (I/I)  removal  requirements.  As  the  project  will  be  phased,  the  DEIR 
should  address  how  I/I  mitigation  will  be  provided  for  each  project  phase. 

Response 

The  proposed  stormwater  design  intent  is  to  mimic  the  existing  drainage  conditions 
to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  Under  existing  conditions,  approximately  half  of 
the  site  drains  and  connects  into  an  existing  84"  MWRA  marginal  conduit.  The 
Project  does  not  propose  any  new  connections  to  the  84"  conduit  and  to  utilize  the 
existing  drainage  connections  to  the  84"  conduit.  Refer  to  Chapter  6,  Infrastructure, 
for  additional  information. 

Comment  C.46 

The  DEIR  should  provide  supporting  documentation  or  data  to  demonstrate  how  the 
Proponent  will  fulfill  its  commitment  to  the  SMS  and  City  of  Somerville  standards.  I 
encourage  the  DEIR  to  specifically  address  consistency  with  the  redevelopment 
standards  and  3  W  CMR  I0.05(6)(k)(7)  and  310  CMR  10.05(6)(0)(2).  The  DEIR  should 
describe  the  proposed  stormwater  management  system,  including  connection  points  to 
off-site  stormwater  conveyance  infrastructure,  BMPs,  and  applicable  Total  Maximum 
Daily  Load  (TMDL)  compliance  requirements.  The  DEIR  should  describe  proposed  BMPs 
to  retain  and/or  recharge  stormwater  on-site.  If  potential  OHM  remediation  activities, 
groundwater  and  soil  characteristics  may  limit  the  use  of  certain  BMPs,  the  DEIR 
should  identify  such  conditions  and  proposed  alternative  measures  to  meet  the  SMS  to 
the  extent  practicable.  The  DEIR  should  identify  specific  stormwater  BMPs  to  be  used  in 
the  parking  garage  to  mitigate  stormwater  runoff,  particularly  oil  separators  or  similar 
BMPs. 
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The  proposed  buildings  will  utilize  oil-grit  separators  within  the  structured  parking 
garages.  The  Project  proposed  to  treat  the  stormwater  runoff  on-site  through  the 
use  of  various  BMPs. 

Comment  C.47 

The  DEIR  should  also  discuss  how  the  project  wilt  be  designed  consistent  with 
Complete  Streets  design  standards,  which  encourages  the  incorporation  of  green 
infrastructure  into  street  design.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  opportunities  to  provide  low 
impact  design  stormwater  management  measures  including,  but  not  limited  to,  porous 
hardscape  surfaces,  rain  gardens,  and  tree  box  filters.  The  DEIR  should  consider  the  use 
of  green  roofs  on  those  areas  not  suitable  for  PV  as  an  additional  measure  to  enhance 
on-site  stormwater  management.  Finally,  the  DEIR  should  evaluate  the  ability  to 
collect  clean  stormwater  from  roof  runoff  for  on-site  irrigation  use. 

Response 

The  Project  proposes  the  use  of  various  green  infrastructure,  including  porous 
pavers,  green  roofs,  rain  gardens,  and  proprietary  separators. 

Comment  C.48 

The  DEIR  should  describe  how  the  Proponent  will  incorporate;  recycling  into  proposed 
construction  and  demolition  activities  and  comply  with  the  goals  of  the  Massachusetts 
Solid  Waste  Master  Plan.  I  strongly  encourage  the  Proponent  to  set  solid  waste 
recycling/reuse  target  percentage  goals.  This  information  may  be  included  as  part  of  a 
larger  draft  Construction  Waste  Management  Plan  for  the  project. 

The  DEIR  should  also  describe  potential  construction  period  impacts  (including  but  not 
limited  to  traffic  management,  materials  management,  construction  period  parking, 
air  quality  and  noise  impacts,  and  other  items  as  they  related  to  the  construction 
period)  and  outline  feasible  measures  that  can  be  implemented  to  eliminate  or 
minimize  these  impacts  in  a  draft  Construction  Management  Plan  (CMP).  This  CMP 
may  be  prepared  and  presented  in  a  conceptual  form  in  the  DEIR.  I  strongly  encourage 
the  Proponent  to  commit  to  requiring  contractors  to  meet  EPA  Tier  4  non-road  diesel 
emissions  standards  (or  equivalent).  The  DEIR  should  provide  a  conceptual  plan 
clarifying  pedestrian  and  bicycle  routes  during  each  construction  phase  that 
demonstrates  the  maintenance  of  sufficient  pedestrian  and  bicycle  routes  to,  around, 
and/or  through  the  project  site  to  key  destinations  such  as  Assembly  Row,  Partner 
Health  Care,  and  Stop  and  Shop. 

The  DEIR  should  describe  potential  construction  period  dewatering  requirements, 
discuss  how  dewatering  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  consistent  with  MWRA  and/or 
MassDEP  regulations/guidelines,  and  identify  any  necessary  permits,  if  applicable.  The 
draft  CMP  should  include  appropriate  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  BMPs.  The 
Proponent  should  adopt  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  consistent  with  a 
Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  NPDES 
Construction  General  Permit  requirements. 
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Response 

Refer  to  Chapter  7,  Construction  Period  Impacts,  for  a  draft  Construction 
Management  Plan. 

Comment  C.49 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  separate  chapter  summarizing  proposed  mitigation 
measures.  This  chapter  should  also  include  draft  Section  61  Findings  for  each  State 
Agency  that  will  issue  Permits  for  the  project.  The  DEIR  should  contain  clear 
commitments  to  implement  mitigation  measures,  estimate  the  individual  costs  of  each 
proposed  measure,  identify  the  parties  responsible  for  implementation,  and  contain  a 
schedule  for  implementation.  The  mitigation  implementation  schedule  should  clearly 
note  how  mitigation  will  be  provided  in  relation  to  project  phasing;  for  example,  tying 
commitments  to  either  completion  of  project  square  footages  or  generation  of  a 
specific  number  of  traffic  trips  based  upon  project  build  out. 

Response 

Refer  to  Chapter  8,  Draft  Section  61  Findings  and  Proposed  Mitigation. 

Comment  C.50 

The  DEIR  should  contain  a  copy  of  this  Certificate  and  a  copy  of  each  comment  letter 
received.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  issues  raised  by  commenters  are  addressed,  the 
DEIR  should  include  direct  responses  to  comments  to  the  extent  that  they  are  within 
MEPA  jurisdiction.  This  directive  is  not  intended  to,  and  shall  not  be  construed  to, 
enlarge  the  Scope  of  the  DEIR  beyond  what  has  been  expressly  identified  in  this 
certificate. 

Response 

Copies  of  all  comment  letters  and  direct  responses  are  provided  in  Appendix  B. 

Comment  C.51 

The  Proponent  should  circulate  the  DEIR  to  those  parties  who  commented  on  the 
EENF,  to  any  State  Agencies  from  which  the  Proponent  will  seek  Permits  or  approvals, 
and  to  any  parties  specified  in  section  11.16  of  the  MEPA  regulations.  A  copy  of  the 
DEIR  should  be  made  available  for  review  at  the  Central  and  East  branches  of  the 
Somerville  Public  Library. 

Response 

The  DEIR  distribution  list  is  provided  in  Appendix  A. 
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Letter  1:  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

Comment  1.1 

The  EIR  should  describe  the  sewer  system  for  the  project  and  identify  any  sewer  system 
deficiencies  within  the  combined  sanitary  sewer  system  serving  the  project  site.  The 
document  should  report  on  the  progress  with  I/I  removal  associated  with  Phase  I  and 
demonstrate  that  future  phases  also  will  provide  mitigation  for  the  increase  in 
wastewater  flow. 

Response 

Refer  to  Chapter  6,  Infrastructure. 

Comment  1.2 

The  GHG  analysis  for  the  entire  project  in  the  EIR  must  be  based  on  current  or  future 
Code  and  Stretch  Code  requirements,  to  the  extent  that  future  energy  efficient  designs 
and  requirements  are  available  from  ASHRAE,  to  demonstrate  the  proponent  is 
making  a  reasonable  commitment  to  mitigate  C02  emissions  to  the  greatest  extent 
practicable  from  the  project. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  an  analysis  prepared  in  accordance  the  MEPA  GHG 
Policy  using  the  appropriate  ASHRAE  baseline  code. 

Comment  1.3 

MassDEP  also  recommends  that  electric  vehicle  charging  stations  be  installed  as  the 
project  is  phased  in.  Currently,  proponents  of  projects  with  more  than  1,000  parking 
spaces  on  site  are  asked  to  dedicate  at  least  four  percent  of  the  parking  spaces  be  to 
electric  charging  vehicles  unless  the  municipality  requires  dedication  of  a  greater 
number  of  spaces.  As  the  proponent  may  be  aware,  Massachusetts  is  party  to  a  multi¬ 
state  memorandum  of  understanding  for  an  action  plan  facilitating  implementation  of 
zero-emission  vehicle  (ZEVs)  programs.  The  goal  is  to  ensure  that  there  are  3.3  million 
ZEVs  on  the  roads  by  2025,  which  requires  adequate  fueling  infrastructure. 

Response 

As  the  Project  design  is  advanced  the  Proponent  is  committed  to  implementing 
parking  for  electric  vehicle  charging  stations.  The  plans  have  not  yet  advanced  to  the 
level  where  the  exact  number  or  locations  of  spaces  has  been  determined,  but  it  is 
expected  that  spaces  will  be  provided  in  the  Block  21,  23,  and  25  parking  garages  at 
a  minimum. 
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Comment  1.4 

The  project  includes  construction  which  will  generate  a  significant  amount  of 
construction  waste.  The  EIR  should  demonstrate  that  the  proponent  is  committed  to 
recycling  at  least  75  percent  of  the  waste  as  a  sustainability  measure  for  the  project. 

Response 

The  Project  is  committed  to  recycling  at  least  75  percent  of  construction  waste. 
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Letter  2:  MassDOT 


Comment  2.1 

While  the  TIA  is  generally  adequate,  the  Proponent  should  have  consulted  with 
MassDOT  regarding  the  most  updated  design  for  the  Mystic  Ave  U-Turn  project  to 
assist  in  the  development  of  this  EENF's  future  volumes.  In  the  Turning  Movement 
Count  figures  provided,  the  TIA  did  not  adequately  account  for  the  new  U-Turn  and 
the  approximately  1,200-to  1,600  vehicles  that  would  be  rerouted  during  the  peak 
hours.  Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the  EENF,  MassDOT  could  not  determine 
whether  the  addition  of  the  U-Turn  and  HAWK  beacon  on  Mystic  Avenue  have  been 
adequately  accounted  for  in  the  operations  analysis.  MassDOT  spent  a  considerable 
amount  of  time  reviewing  the  project  area  in  regards  to  designing  the  U-Turn  at 
Mystic  Avenue.  Through  their  detailed  review  of  the  multiple  intersections  of  the 
McGrath  Ave/Mystic  Ave/Fellsway  cluster  (which  operate  under  a  single  traffic 
controller),  they  have  reached  consensus  on  what  should  be  the  most  optimistic 
operational  results  for  this  area.  These  results  show  the  signal  performing  at 
significantly  worse  operations  than  the  EENF  predicts  in  their  Future  Build  scenario. 
Given  this  information,  we  believe  that  the  Proponent  may  not  have  fully  examined 
the  existing  controller  and  its  limitations  when  it  comes  to  their  analysis.  We 
recommend  that  the  Proponent  consult  with  MassDOT,  DCR,  and  District  4  Traffic  to 
update  their  analysis  of  this  intersection. 

Response 

The  transportation  analysis  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation  reflects  the 
construction  of  the  new  Mystic  Avenue  northbound  to  southbound  signalized  U- 
turn  connection.  While  the  traffic  data  collection  for  this  assessment  occurred  prior 
to  the  opening  of  this  new  connection  in  2017,  the  future  conditions  analysis  reflects 
the  expected  use  of  this  connection.  Since  the  prior  study  was  prepared,  MassDOT 
has  undertaken  a  project  studying  the  Route  1-93/Route  28/Mystic  Avenue 
interchange.  This  was  done  following  recent  roadway  safety  audits  at  this  location. 
The  planned  improvements  still  are  at  a  preliminary  design  stage,  but  are  expected 
to  focus  primarily  on  pedestrian  and  bicycle  enhancements.  As  there  currently  are  no 
known  changes  planned  to  the  overall  operation  of  the  interchange  for  automobile 
traffic,  the  future  conditions  analysis  did  not  incorporate  any  planned  operational 
changes.  The  Proponent  will  continue  to  follow  the  ongoing  design  for  this  location 
and  can  update  the  analysis  accordingly  for  any  future  Project  assessments. 


Comment  2.2 

The  safety  analysis  within  this  EENF  stated  that " there  are  no  major  safety  issues  with 
existing  conditions  or  intersection  geometries  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  this 
traffic  study"  despite  being  adjacent  to  several  HSIP  clusters,  including  Top  200  crash 
clusters.  The  Proponent  has  not  discussed  the  1 -93/Mystic  Ave/Route  28/ Route  38 
interchange,  which  was  the  location  of  a  Roadway  Safety  Audit  (RSA)  in  the  last  year 
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that  generated  a  number  of  safety  concerns  and  solutions  for  this  location.  The 
Proponent  must  at  least  examine  the  RSA  results  to  help  identify  potential 
enhancements  to  include  in  their  project. 

Response 

The  Chapter  3,  Transportation  analysis  the  following  safety-related  inventory  of  the 
study  area  relative  to  MassDOT's  Highway  Safety  Improvement  Program  (HSIP) 
database.  The  following  intersections  are  listed  under  the  following  HSIP-eligible 
clusters: 

2012-2014  HSIP  Cluster 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Bailey  Road  (Route  38)  /  1-93  Southbound  On- 
Ramp 

>  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Pearl  Street 

>  Wellington  Circle  East 

>  Wellington  Circle  West 

>  Wellington  Circle  North 

>  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Street 
2005-2014  HSIP  Pedestrian  Cluster 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 
Top  200  Intersection  Cluster  (2012-2014) 

>  Fellsway  /  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  SB  at  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38) 

>  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28)  at  Broadway 

>  Wellington  Circle  East 

>  Wellington  Circle  West 

>  Wellington  Circle  North 

Several  of  these  HSIP  locations  have  been  subject  to  recent  Roadway  Safety  Audits 
(RSA)  conducted  by  MassDOT.  These  include  a  February  1,  2017  RSA  at  the 
Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange,  and  Route  28  at  Broadway  in  Somerville.  Prior 
to  that  effort,  the  Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange  also  was  studied  as  part  of  a 
September  30,  2015  RSA.  Finally,  the  three  Wellington  Circle  locations  in  Medford 
listed  above  were  evaluated  as  part  of  a  March  10,  2016  RSA. 

As  noted  in  the  response  to  Comment  2.1,  MassDOT  currently  is  redesigning  the 
configuration  of  the  Route  1-93/Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange.  The  Encore 
Boston  Harbor  project  also  provided  mitigation  at  Wellington  Circle  in  the  form  of 
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$6  million  in  funding  towards  a  RSA,  traffic  studies,  and  plans  for  optimizing  the 
signal  operation  at  this  location.  Additional  sidewalk  improvements  also  were 
funded  surrounding  this  location  and  the  Route  28  northbound  approach  to 
Wellington  Circle  also  is  planned  to  be  widened. 

Comment  2.3 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  should  include  a  Transportation  Impact 
Assessment  (TIA)  prepared  in  conformance  with  the  current  MassDOT/EOEEA 
Transportation  Impact  Assessment  Guidelines.  The  study  should  include  a 
comprehensive  multimodal  assessment  of  the  transportation  impacts  of  the  project. 

The  TIA  should  provide  transit  and  capacities  analyses,  and  evaluate  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  facilities  for  the  existing  conditions,  future  No-Build  conditions,  and  future 
Build  conditions  within  the  study  area.  The  future  Build  conditions  should  include  an 
analysis  of  operations  both  with  and  without  any  improvements  suggested  to  mitigate 
project  impacts.  The  study  should  propose  an  integrated  multimodal  mitigation 
package  intended  to  improve  vehicular  traffic  operations  while  supporting  increased 
use  of  walking,  bicycling,  and  transit  by  employees,  patrons,  and  residents.  Items 
discussed  below  should  be  accounted  for  in  preparing  the  TIA. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transportation  and  parking 
analysis. 

Comment  2.4 

The  DEIR  should  include  estimates  for  the  average  Saturday,  the  weekday  AM  Peak, 
and  weekday  PM  Peak  hours,  and  the  Saturday  peak  hour  for  the  full-build  project. 

The  trip  rates  should  be  obtained  from  the  ITE  Trip  Generation  Manual  (9th  edition). 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  contains  updated  trip  generation  projections  based  on 
the  most  recent  (10th  Edition)  of  the  ITE  Trip  Generation  Manual  for  the  requested 
time  periods. 

Comment  2.5 

The  DEIR  should  provide  an  updated  trip  distribution  for  each  phase  of  the  project 
based  on  a  gravity  model  or  similar  model  that  uses  factors  such  as  census  data; 
origin-destination,  travel  time,  and  distance  to  determine  trip  characteristics  for  hotel 
guests,  employees  and  residents  of  the  project  The  DEIR  should  provide  all  appropriate 
back  up  documentation  to  verify  how  the  different  percentages  are  calculated  and 
assigned  to  the  roadway  network  and  the  transit  system. 


Response 
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The  anticipated  trip  distribution  is  discussed  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation.  The 
anticipated  breakdown  of  transit  trips  between  train  and  bus  also  is  discussed  in 
Chapter  3. 

Comment  2.6 

The  project  is  located  within  walking  distance  of  the  new  Assembly  Row  MBTA  station 
on  the  Orange  Line.  The  DEIR  should  contain  an  analysis  of  what  additional  demand 
will  be  generated  by  the  project  and  document  its  impacts  on  the  Assembly  Row 
station  and  the  Orange  Line  inbound  and  outbound.  The  proximity  of  transit  services 
provides  an  excellent  opportunity  for  a  high  level  of  transit  usage;  therefore,  the 
Proponent  should  work  closely  with  the  MassDOT  Office  of  Transportation  Planning, 
and  the  MBTA  Service  Planning  Department  to  develop  appropriate  and  reasonable 
travel  demand  and  trip  generation  characteristics.  Since  it  is  likely  that  this  project 
would  have  a  much  higher  share  of  walking,  bicycling,  and  transit  use,  the  ITE 
numbers  should  be  compared  to  mode  splits  for  the  neighborhoods  west  of  Sullivan 
Square  used  for  the  Phase  I  transportation  study. 

The  project  is  also  located  in  the  midst  of  a  number  of  existing  and/or  proposed  bicycle 
routes  in  Somerville  that  could  be  attractive  to  employees  and  residents  of  the  site.  The 
Proponent  should  seek  every  opportunity  to  connect  the  site  to  these  facilities  in  order 
to  induce  mode  shift. 

The  DEIR  should  then  present  a  full  and  complete  discussion  of  how  the  multimodal 
trip  generation  estimates  and  trip  assignment  rates  were  developed,  and  what 
research  was  done  to  support  these  rates.  The  DEIR  should  include  all  back  up  data 
used  to  arrive  at  any  trip  generation  estimates  to  corroborate  any  assumptions 
included  in  the  analyses. 

Once  the  trip  generation,  the  modal  split,  and  the  trip  distribution  and  assignment 
estimates  are  developed,  the  study  area  should  be  used  and  updated  as  defined  belov v 
to  create  network  maps  for  the  different  peak-hour  analysis  and  the  different  modes. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transportation  analysis, 
including  discussion  of  anticipated  mode  splits,  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
accommodations.  Supporting  technical  data  is  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

Comment  2.7 

The  EENF  has  proposed  a  comprehensive  study  area  that  includes  16  signalized  and 
unsignalized  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  Based  on  the  modal  split  and  pass- 
by  credits  that  establishes  the  traffic  volumes  assigned  to  the  roadway  network, 
MassDOT  recommends  that  the  following  locations  be  added  to  the  study  area: 

>  The  Route  99/Main  Street/Maffa  Way/Cambridge  Street  {Sullivan  Square), 

>  The  1-93  northbound  off-ramp/Cambridge  Street  intersection. 
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>  The  Route  28  (McGrath  Highway)/Pearl  Street  intersection; 

>  The  Route  76  (Mystic  Valley  Parkway/Revere  Beach  Parkway)/Route  28 
(Fellsway)/Middlesex  A  venue  intersection,  and 

>  The  Route  28  (Fellsway)/Riverside  Avenue  intersection. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Wynn  Resort  project  (BEA  #15060),  as  part  of  the  Section  61 
Finding  issued  by  MassDOT,  is  required  to  implement  mitigation  at  Sullivan  Square 
and  at  Wellington  Circle  that  would  reconfigure  the  roadway  network  in  the  area. 
These  mitigation  measures  are  expected  to  be  in  place  prior  to  opening  of  the  facility 
in  2019  and  would  generally  consist  of  additional  signalized  intersections,  dedicated 
bus  lanes  for  improved  bus  access  to  the  MBTA  Sullivan  Square  Station,  and  geometric 
improvements  and  lane  reassignment  to  improve  traffic  flow  in  the  area.  Similarly, 
MassDOT  is  currently  reviewing  the  design  for  the  Mystic  Avenue  U-Turn  under  1-93 
as  part  of  mitigation  associated  with  the  Partners  Healthcare  Development  at 
Assembly  Row.  The  Proponent  should  ensure  that  the  most  updated  roadway  network 
and  geometry  is  used  to  evaluate  the  project's  impacts.  The  Proponent  should  consult 
with  MassDOT  and  the  Department  of  Conservation  and  Recreation  (DCR)  regarding 
the  latest  on  these  projects. 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  includes  the  expanded  study  area  requested,  and  also 
includes  discussion  of  the  Project's  limited  potential  impacts  at  Sullivan  Square  and 
Wellington  Circle. 

Comment  2.8 

The  TIA  should  include  trips  generated  by  other  nearby  planned  and/or  approved 
projects  as  part  of  the  background  growth  in  developing  future  No-Build  and  Build 
traffic  volumes.  ITE  trip  rates  should  be  used  to  estimate  the  vehicle  trip  generation  of 
un-built  and/or  yet  to  be  occupied  space.  In  addition,  an  annual  growth  factor  should 
be  superimposed  on  existing  traffic  volumes  prior  to  the  addition  of  the  volumes 
associated  with  background  project-specific  growth. 

The  planning  horizon  year  for  the  TIA  should  be  aligned  with  the  phased  development 
program  outlined  in  the  ENF.  For  this  particular  project,  the  Proponent  is  expecting  full 
phased  development  to  be  completed  over  an  eight  year  period;  therefore,  the  horizon 
year  should  be  ten  years  from  the  time  of  submittal  of  the  DEIR.  It  is  expected  that  this 
will  allow  a  reasonable  planning  horizon  " time  window "  when  the  project  reaches  the 
design  stage  for  improvements  while  also  monitoring  the  impacts  of  each 
development  phase. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transportation  analysis.  The 
analysis  presented  in  this  study  now  considers  the  Project  as  a  whole  under  the  Full- 
Build  condition,  with  an  initial  Phase  1  component  no  longer  being  broken  out 
separately. 
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Comment  2.9 

The  DEIR  should  provide  a  crash  analysis  for  all  the  study  area  intersections. 
Specifically,  the  DEIR  should  conduct  analysis  for  any  study  area  intersections  having 
crash  rates  higher  than  the  State  and/or  District  6  average.  The  analysis  should 
include  a  discussion  of  causality,  suggestions  for  mitigation,  and  commitment  to 
implementing  this  mitigation.  The  Proponent  should  review  and  update  the  recent 
RSAs  conducted  in  the  study  area  and  identify  improvements  that  would  mitigate  the 
impacts  associated  with  the  increase  in  vehicular,  pedestrian,  and  bicycle  traffic 
associated  with  their  development. 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  includes  a  comprehensive  crash  analysis  for  the  study 
area. 

Comment  2.10 

Capacity  analyses  should  be  conducted  for  the  weekday  AM,  PM,  and  Saturday  peak 
hours  for  both  existing  and  future  conditions  for  each  development  phase  considered. 
In  addition,  capacity  analyses  for  Build  with  mitigation  conditions  should  be  provided 
for  all  intersections,  particularly  those  with  impacts  to  the  state  highway  system.  Of 
particular  concern  are  the  areas  where  local  jurisdictional  roadways  interact  with 
MassDOT-controlled  locations.  The  DEIR  should  provide  illustrations  depicting  the 
peak  hour  50th  (average)  and  95th  percentile  queue  lengths  for  each  lane 
group/turning  movement  rat  each  study  area  intersection,  for  all  analysis  scenarios. 
The  information  contained  in  these  illustrations  should  clearly  demonstrate  that  the 
project  would  not  result  in  any  extended  queues  that  would  block  vehicle  movements 
to/from  study  area  intersections,  particularly  those  involving  state  highways. 
Appropriate  mitigation  should  be  identified  at  any  locations  where  queue  blockages 
occur.  Color-coded  illustrations  should  also  be  prepared  depicting  the  level  of  service 
(LOS)  for  each  lane  group/turning  movement  for  each  case. 

A  traffic  signal  warrant  study  (TSWS)  should  be  performed  and  the  need  documented 
for  any  locations  where  signalization  is  being  proposed,  including  site  driveway 
intersections  with  the  public  roadway  system.  A  left-turn  lane  warrant  analysis  should 
be  conducted  and  the  need  documented  for  any  locations  where  the  addition  of  such  a 
lane  is  being  proposed,  including  at  site  driveways. 

Response 

The  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  analysis  evaluates  weekday  morning,  weekday 
evening,  and  Saturday  midday  peak-hour  conditions  as  requested.  Queue  diagrams 
are  provided  in  Appendix  C.  No  new  traffic  signals  or  exclusive  turn  lanes  are 
proposed  as  part  of  this  Project. 
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Comment  2.1 1 

The  DEIR  should  include  sufficiently  detailed  conceptual  plans  (minimum  of  80-scale) 
for  proposed  roadway  improvements  in  order  to  verify  the  feasibility  of  constructing 
such  improvements.  These  plans  should  clearly  show  proposed  lane  widths  and  offsets, 
layout  lines  and  jurisdictions,  and  land  uses  adjacent  to  areas  where  improvements  are 
proposed.  Any  proposed  mitigation  within  the  state  highway  layout  and  all  internal 
site  circulation  must  be  consistent  with  a  Complete  Streets  design  approach  that 
provides  adequate  and  safe  accommodation  for  all  roadway  users,  including 
pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  public  transit  riders.  Complete  Streets  design  guidelines  are 
included  in  the  MassDOT  Project  Development  and  Design  Guide.  Where  these  criteria 
cannot  be  met,  the  Proponent  should  provide  justification,  and  should  work  with  the 
MassDOT  Highway  Division  to  obtain  a  design  waiver. 

Response 

Conceptual  improvement  plans  have  been  provided  depicting  proposed  roadway 
improvements  associated  with  a  new  Project  Site  driveway  on  Middlesex  Avenue 
(which  will  be  limited  to  entering  and  exiting  right-turns  only).  As  part  of  that  work, 
the  easterly  Middlesex  Avenue  curbline  will  be  shifted  by  approximately  26  feet  to 
the  west.  Further  enhancements  to  this  location  also  will  be  discussed  with 
MassDOT,  following  a  June  2018  request  by  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  design  of  the 
Project  Site  involves  two  new  internal  roadways  -  Road  K  and  Road  L.  These 
roadways  have  been  designed  to  tie  into  the  surrounding  multi-modal  roadway 
network  within  the  Assembly  Square  District.  Both  roads  will  feature  attractive,  wide 
sidewalks  with  associated  streetscape  amenities.  Road  K  also  has  been  designed  to 
have  sufficient  width  for  on-street  bicycle  lanes,  though  the  roadway  is  expected  to 
have  a  low-speed  environment  where  bicyclists  can  readily  travel  within  the  flow  or 
automobile  traffic.  The  curb  cuts  locations  for  the  Project  uses  have  been  designed 
to  minimize  interruption  of  these  roads.  The  southerly  portion  of  Road  K  also  has 
been  designed  to  function  as  a  "festival  street"  with  a  pedestrian-oriented 
environment  allowing  for  that  portion  of  the  roadway  to  be  closed  for  special 
occasions  and  events. 

Comment  2.12 

As  described  above,  the  MBTA  currently  operates  rapid  transit  at  the  nearby  Assembly 
Row  station  and  bus  service  near  the  site.  The  DEIR  should  contain  an  analysis  of  what 
additional  demand  will  be  generated  by  the  project.  Once  those  travel  demand  and 
transit  trip  generation  rates  are  developed  and  applied  to  the  project,  the  DEIR  should 
address  the  following  issues: 

The  DEIR  should  contain  an  assessment  of  how  riders,  particularly  during  the  MBTA 
peak  periods,  are  expected  to  access  the  project  area  via  transit.  The  DEIR  should 
estimate  what  additional  new  ridership  on  the  Orange  Line  can  be  anticipated  and 
what  time  of  day  those  impacts  will  occur.  The  Proponent  should  work  with  the  MBTA 
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Service  Planning  Department  to  ensure  that  it  has  access  to  the  most  recent  and  most 
relevant  ridership  and  operational  statistics  for  the  Orange  Line. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transit  capacity  analysis  and 
a  general  discussion  of  MBTA  operations  surrounding  the  Project  Site. 

Comment  2.13 

The  DEIR  should  also  provide  information  demonstrating  how  employees,  residents, 
and  customers  who  choose  to  use  the  Orange  Line  will  get  from  the  site  to  the  rapid 
transit  station.  Of  particular  importance  to  the  MBTA  are  all  codes  and  standards 
related  to  the  Americans  with  Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  the  Massachusetts  Architectural 
Access  Board  (MAAB)  along  with  Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  regulations  and 
guidance.  The  Proponent  should  present  the  existing  conditions  and  how  those 
conditions  should  be  upgraded/improved  so  as  to  ensure  a  fully  accessible  path  of 
travel  for  all  of  the  customers. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transit  capacity  analysis  and 
a  general  discussion  of  MBTA  operations  surrounding  the  Project  Site. 

Comment  2.14 

In  addition  to  Orange  Line  service,  the  area  is  also  served  by  a  series  of  MBTA  bus 
routes,  predominantly  the  Route  90  (Davis  Square-Wellington  Station),  Route  92 
(Assembly  Sq.  Mall  -  Downtown  via  Sullivan  Square  Station),  and  Route  95  (West 
Medford-Sullivan  Square  Station).  As  part  of  the  DEIR,  the  Proponent  should  provide  a 
detailed  presentation  of  the  impact  to  the  MBTA  bus  network  Specifically,  the  DEIR 
should  identify  the  future  Build  Demand  for  the  #90,  #92,  and  #95  buses  and  its 
comparison  to  the  Future  No  Build  Demand  for  local  bus  services.  Based  on  this 
assessment,  the  DEIR  should  present  the  anticipated  demand  in  terms  of  MBTA  Service 
Standards  for  bus  volumes,  capacity,  etc.  to  determine  what  the  impacts  to  the  MBTA 
bus  network  will  be.  The  DEIR  should  determine  what  if  any  additional  service  would 
need  to  be  added  to  the  bus  network  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  MBTA  bus  routes 
would  meet  existing  MBTA  service  standards. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transit  capacity  analysis  for 
both  the  MBTA  Orange  Line  and  MBTA  busses  serving  this  area. 

Comment  2.15 

The  DEIR  should  show  how  residents,  customers  or  employees  using  the  bus  and  rail 
network  will  access  the  site  with  an  emphasis  on  pedestrian  use  of  the  area  bus  stops 
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and  the  MBTA  station.  The  DEIR  should,  as  part  of  its  traffic  analysis,  show  how 
pedestrian  crossings  and  bus  stops  can  be  coordinated  to  ensure  safe,  accessible  travel 
for  transit  and  bus  customers. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  detailed  transit  capacity  analysis  and 
a  general  discussion  of  MBTA  operations  surrounding  the  Project  Site. 

Comment  2.16 

Because  the  project  is  expecting  a  high  pedestrian  mode  share,  it  is  expected  that  the 
Proponent  will  provide  a  mitigation  package  that  ensures  that  walking  and  bicycling 
will  be  an  attractive  way  to  access  the  site.  The  DEIR  should  provide  an  inventory  of 
existing  sidewalks  and  crosswalks  within  the  study  area,  and  should  address  the 
quality  and  condition  of  those  facilities.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  commitment  to 
improvements  in  any  areas  that  are  structurally  deficient  or  not  meeting  current  codes 
for  accessibility.  Special  attention  should  be  given  to  linking  the  proposed  development 
to  adjacent  complementary  land  uses  and  to  transit  facilities. 

Response 

The  Project  Site  plans  and  accompanying  internal  roadway  network  have  been 
designed  to  create  a  multi-modal,  pedestrian-friendly  environment.  The  main 
roadway  through  the  Assembly  Square  District  (Grand  Union  Boulevard)  and  its 
multiple  intersecting  roadways  were  constructed  in  2010/2011  and  include  new 
sidewalks  and  bicycle  accommodations.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for 
a  detailed  transit  capacity  analysis  and  a  general  discussion  of  MBTA  operations 
surrounding  the  Project  Site. 

Comment  2.17 

The  EENF  also  proposes  improvements  to  the  existing  bicycle  network  within  the 
vicinity  of  the  project.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  inventory  of  the  bicycle 
network  in  Somerville  and  in  neighboring  cities  and  towns  to  include  bikeway  types, 
bikeway  widths,  and  bicycle  numbers  and  speeds.  The  Proponent  should  identify  the 
likely  travel  routes  for  bicyclists  within  the  study  area.  The  degree  to  which  these 
routes  can  safely  support  bicycle  travel  should  also  be  examined.  The  DEIR  should 
reevaluate  these  routes  based  on  the  origin-destination  of  potential  employees  and 
residents.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  Proponent  should  consider  the  feasibility  of 
expanding  some  of  these  existing  routes  or  consider  new  routes  to  encourage  bicycle 
travel  in  and  around  the  site.  Similarly  for  pedestrian  access,  the  Proponent  should 
work  closely  with  MassDOT  and  the  City  of  Somerville  to  provide  a  seamless 
connection  between  the  existing  and  planned  bicycle  facilities  in  the  study  area. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation. 
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Comment  2.18 

The  DEIR  should  Include  a  summary  of  parking  need  and  supply  for  comparable 
facilities  based  on  multiple  data  sources.  It  should  also  determine  the  number  of 
parking  spaces  occupied  at  various  times  of  the  day  and  identify  the  periods  of  peak 
use. 

Response 

The  parking  analysis  for  the  Project  was  based  on  nationally-accepted  ITE  data2, 
Considering  the  expected  transit  use,  internal  trip  sharing  and  other  factors,  the 
adjusted  peak  period  85th  percentile  demand  during  the  critical  weekday  condition  is 
projected  to  be  2,063  parked  vehicles.  This  exceeds  the  proposed  supply  of  1,695 
spaces,  which  will  continue  to  require  workers,  residents,  and  visitors  to  the  Site  to 
consider  other  means  of  travel  than  single-occupant  automobile.  The  Mobility 
Management  Plan  documenting  the  Project's  TDM  measures  to  help  accomplish  this 
goal  is  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

Comment  2.19 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  comprehensive  Travel  Demand  Management  program  that 
would  implement  measures  aimed  at  reducing  site  trip  generation.  The  TDM  program 
should  further  investigate  measures  that  would  maximize  usage  of  existing  and  new 
pedestrian,  bicycle,  and  transit  facilities.  Such  measures  may  include  subsidizing 
transit  passes,  limiting  the  available  parking  supply,  providing  on-site  amenities  and 
conveniences  that  would  reduce  the  need  for  automobile  travel,  and  providing 
seamless  pedestrian  access  to  the  Assembly  Row  Station  and  nearby  bus  stops.  In  any 
mixed-use  development,  the  range  of  TDM  measures  varies  widely  to  meet  the  specific 
needs  of  each  of  the  proposed  land  uses.  MassDOT  urges  the  Proponent  to  meet  with 
MassRIDES  and  the  local  Transportation  Management  Association  to  discuss  TDM 
measures  that  have  been  successful  in  limiting  single  occupant  vehicle  trips  at  similar 
projects  within  the  urban  cores  of  Boston  and  Somerville.  The  Proponent  should  also 
promote  ridesharing  through  NuRide,  the  Commonwealth's  web-based  trip  planning 
and  ridematching  service  that  enables  participants  to  earn  rewards  for  taking  "green" 
trips.  The  Proponent  should  provide  information  on  the  substance  and  outcomes  of  its 
consultations  in  the  DEIR. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation,  for  a  summary  of  the  project's  planned 
TDM  measures,  which  are  further  documented  in  the  "Mobility  Management  Plan" 
included  in  Appendix  C. 


2  Source:  Parking  Generation  -4th  Edition.  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE),  Washington  D.C.  (2012).  Land  Use  Code 
(LUC)  221;  Low/Mid-Rise  Apartment),  LUC  701;  Office  Building,  and  LUC  820;  Shopping  Center  using  mode  splits  and  internal 
trip-sharing  as  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation. 
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Comment  2.20 

The  Proponent  wilt  be  required  to  conduct  an  annual  traffic  monitoring  program  for  a 
period  to  be  jointly  agreed  upon.  MassDOT  would  expect  the  monitoring  to  begin  sb< 
months  after  occupancy  of  Phase  I  and  should  include: 

>  Simultaneous  automatic  traffic  recorder  (A  TR)  counts  at  each  garage  entrance  for 
a  continuous  24-hour  period  on  a  typical  weekday  and  Saturday; 

>  Travel  survey  of  employees  and  patrons  at  the  site  (to  be  administered  by  the 
Transportation  Coordinator); 

>  Weekday  AM  and  PM  and  Saturday  peak  hour  turning  movement  counts  (TMCs) 
and  operations  analysis  at  "mitigated"  intersections,  including  those  involving 
garage  entrances;  and 

>  An  update  on  TDM  effectiveness  and  transit  ridership. 

The  goals  of  the  monitoring  program  will  be  to  evaluate  the  assumptions  made  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  the  adequacy  of  the  mitigation  measures,  as 
well  as  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  TDM  program. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  conducting  the  required  post-opening  traffic 
monitoring  program  outlined  above.  These  activities  will  be  coordinated  with  those 
required  as  part  of  the  City  of  Somerville's  required  "Mobility  Management  Plan" 
(included  in  Appendix  C)  to  avoid  any  duplication  of  effort. 

Comment  2.21 

The  Proponent  should  continue  consultation  with  MassDOT  PPDU,  the  MBTA,  DCR, 
and  the  District  4  &  6  offices  during  the  preparation  of  the  DEIR.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  me  at  (857)  368-8862. 

Response 

No  response  required. 
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Letter  3:  Massachusetts  Department  of  Energy  Resources 

Comment  3.1 

CHP  will  likely  provide  a  significant  GHG  reduction  benefit,  as  noted  in  the  illustration. 
We  recommend  CHP  for  both  the  hotel  and  residences,  which  will  have  significant 
domestic  hot  water  loads. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on¬ 
site  renewables  including  combined  heat  and  power.  Note  that  a  hotel  use  is  no 
longer  proposed. 

Comment  3.2 

The  analysis  submitted  appears  to  significantly  underestimate  domestic  water  energy 
consumption.  We  would  expect  to  see  energy  end  use  consumption  associated  with  the 
water  use  cited  on  page  7 2  of  the  submission  to  be  multiple  times  larger.  GHG  and 
CHP  results  presented  herein  correct  this  apparent  error. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  the  revised  energy  analysis  and 
anticipated  water  consumption  used  for  modeling.  Low-flow  and  low-flush 
plumbing  features  are  expected  to  result  in  at  least  a  30%  reduction  in  indoor  water 
use  consumption. 

Comment  3.3 

CHP  would  have  a  payback  in  less  than  3  years,  without  factoring  in  any  utility 
incentives.  Utility  incentives  would  lower  this  payback  further.  We  recommend 
engaging  National  Grid  and  Eversource  as  soon  as  possible  (see  contact  information). 
Also,  the  following  link  provides  useful  guidance  on  the  CHP  evaluation  process: 
http://www.masssave.com/--/media/Files/Business/Applications-and-Rebate-Forms/A- 
Guide-to-Submitting-CHP-Applications-for-lncentives-in-Massachusetts.pdf 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on¬ 
site  renewables  including  combined  heat  and  power. 

Comment  3.4 

We  recommend  using  as  a  baseline  the  Code  coming  into  effect  2  January  2017. 
Updated  code  information  is  here:  http://www.mass.gov/eopss/consumer-prot-and- 
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bus-lic/license-type/buildings/amendments-to-780-cmr-effective-august-12- 
2016.html.  Some  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  equal  to  the  code  coming 
into  effect.  We  recommend  updating  the  evaluations  to  reflect  above-code  roof,  wall, 
fenestration,  lighting,  and  HVAC  systems. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  an  analysis  using  the  ASHRAE  90.1  -2013  baseline 
code  and  meeting  the  new  Stretch  Energy  Code. 

Comment  3.5 

We  recommended  meeting  National  Grid  and  Eversource  to  investigate  energy 
efficiency  incentives  (see  contact  information)  as  soon  as  possible.  Program 
administrator  incentive  programs  are  performance-based  and  investigating  further 
improved  envelope  mitigation  and  other  efficiency  improvements  may  yield  significant 
financial  incentives  for  the  project. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  for  a  discussion  of  utility  incentives. 

Comment  3.6 

We  recommend  investigating  the  following  HVAC  options: 

a.  Variable  Refrigerant  Flow:  VRF  is  an  increasingly  popular  choice  for  reducing 
energy  consumption.  VRFs  are  distributed  through  the  units,  allowing  for  swapping 
of  concurrent  heating  and  cooling. 

b.  Energy  Recovery:  Where  not  already  required  by  code,  we  recommend  energy 
recovery  options  be  investigated. 

c.  Responsive  Systems  and  Controls:  Responsive  HVAC  systems,  where  not  already 
required  by  Code,  such  as  economizers  and  demand  controlled  ventilation  usually 
are  effective  GHG  mitigation  strategies  which  we  recommend  be  investigated. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  the  energy  conservation  measures 
proposed  for  the  Project  and  alternative  measures  that  were  considered.  The  above 
measures  are  either  incorporated  in  the  proposed  design  or  have  been  considered  in 
an  alternatives  analysis. 

Comment  3.7 

We  are  pleased  to  see  an  investigation  of  solar  PV.  However,  we  recommend  that  the 
associated  GHG  and  financial  evaluation  be  based  on  the  size  that  can  be  achieved  as 
a  function  of  the  usable  roof  area. 
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Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  4.3.1  and  Appendix  D  for  a  discussion  of  the  feasibility  on  on¬ 
site  renewables  including  solar  energy. 
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Letter  4:  Somerville  Conservation  Commission 

Comment  4.1 

The  project  summary  as  submitted  does  not  provide  sufficient  detail  on  stormwater  or 
wetlands,  which  are  key  areas  of  the  Commission's  jurisdiction.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult 
for  the  Commission  to  evaluate  the  Proponent's  request  for  a  waiver  on  the  grounds 
that  (a)  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  Phase  One,  taken  alone,  are 
insignificant;  and,  (b)  ample  and  unconstrained  infrastructure  facilities  and  services 
exist  to  support  Phase  One. 

Response 

The  Project  proposes  to  maintain  the  existing  drainage  patterns  to  the  maximum 
extent  practicable.  The  impacts  to  the  nearby  river  and  wetlands  will  be  insignificant 
and  the  overall  site  conditions  will  be  improved. 

Comment  4.2 

In  Section  1.3  (Public  Realm  Plan),  the  Proponent  asserts  that  the  full  development 
program  includes  194,342  square  feet  of  open  space  (Table  1-2).  No  figures  or 
diagrams  are  provided  in  the  EENF  to  illustrate  the  proposed  open  space  layout.  Plaza 
space  is  apparent  in  Figure  1-11,  but  despite  the  lack  of  scale  on  this  program 
illustration,  it  is  clear  that  this  plaza  space  represents  a  fraction  of  the  4.5  acres 
claimed  by  the  Proponent  in  Table  1-2. 

Production  of  new  public  open  space  is  a  key  goal  of  the  Conservation  Commission 
and  the  broader  Somerville  community,  and  the  EENF  as  prepared  does  not  sufficiently 
articulate  the  Proponent's  plan  to  add  new  open  space  as  part  of  the  development 
plan,  whether  in  Phase  One  or  at  full  buildout. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Figure  1.6  and  1.7  for  site  landscaping  and  open  space,  as  well  as 
Section  1.3.2  of  Chapter  1. 

Comment  4.3 

A  key  deficiency  of  the  EENF  as  submitted  is  the  Proponent's  lack  of  clarity  as  to  the 
routing  of  proposed  sewer  and  stormwater  flows.  No  figures  or  diagrams  are  provided 
in  the  EENF  to  illustrate  the  proposed  drainage  alignment.  Section  5.5.2  claims  that 
the  Project  will  drain  to  the  Mystic  River  via  an  existing  system  in  Foley  Street,  but  fails 
to  specify  whether  this  implies  the  City's  recently-constructed  72"  stormwater  pipe 
outfall  in  Draw  7  Park,  over  which  the  Conservation  Commission  has  specific 
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jurisdiction  under  Orders  of  Conditions  applied  to  private  development  at  Assembly 
Row. 

Section  5.4  does  not  specify  which  local  sewer  would  receive  flows  from  the  Phase  1 
project;  nor  does  it  discuss  whether  sufficient  capacity  exists  in  the  downstream  sewer 
trunk  line  to  handle  Phase  I  flows. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Civil  Site  Plans  in  Appendix  E  for  Proposed  Conditions  Plans. 
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Letter  5:  Somerville  Mayor's  Office  of  Strategic  Planning 

&  Community  Development 


Comment  5.1 

The  project  proposes  to  replace  roughly  4.5  acres  of  surface  parking  lots  with  more 
productive  land  uses,  including  office,  hotel,  residential  and  retail  uses  along  with  new 
publicly-accessible  open  space.  The  City  of  Somerville  supports  this  redevelopment 
strategy,  which  will  advance  the  City's  goals  of  increasing  local  employment 
opportunities,  diversifying  the  municipal  tax  base,  and  creating  new  housing 
opportunities  for  residents  of  diverse  income  levels. 

Response 

The  Proponent  thanks  you  for  your  support. 

Comment  5.2 

Even  though  the  majority  of  the  Projects  full  buildout  for  its  residential  program  is 
included  in  Phase  One  as  proposed,  it  is  the  City's  expectation  that  the  entirety  of  the 
street  grid  and  public  realm  plan  for  the  Projects  full  buildout  will  be  constructed  with 
the  Phase  One  buildings  in  order  to  facilitate  viable  pads  for  commercial  development 
on  Block  22  and  Block  23  that  are  ready  for  development  when  the  market 
opportunity  presents  itself. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.14. 

Comment  5.3 

The  Somerville  Zoning  Ordinance  requires  new  development  to  produce  on-site  open 
space  accessible  to  the  public  to  address  a  severe  deficiency  of  public  open  space 
citywide.  The  current  requirement  is  for  25%  on-site  open  space,  including  12.5% 
publicly-accessible  open  space.  In  Chapter  1  of  the  EENF  (Project  Summary),  Table  1-2 
suggests  that  194,342  square  feet  of  open  space  will  be  produced  at  full  buildout, 
which  would  represent  47.5%  of  the  Project  site's  408,592  square  foot  land  area.  The 
EENF  does  not  appear  to  provide  any  more  detail  about  how  this  calculation  was 
derived,  and  illustrative  plans  included  as  Figures  1-6  through  1-15  do  not  include 
enough  information  to  quantify  the  size  of  the  various  open  space  elements.  The  City 
of  Somerville  will  require  much  more  detail  to  address  on-site  open  space. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Figure  1.6  and  1.7  for  site  landscaping  and  open  space,  as  well  as 
Section  1.3.2  of  Chapter  1. 
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Comment  5.4 

The  EENF  as  submitted  is  vague  in  its  description  of  whether  stormwater  will  flow  into 
the  Assembly  Row  system.  It  is  the  City's  expectation  that  the  Proponent  will  provide 
additional  information  on  the  routing  of  stormwater  flows  and  specific  location  of  any 
outfalls  to  allow  the  Conservation  Commission  to  evaluate  the  proposal.  Section  5.5.2 
of  the  EENF  lists  specific  drainage  infrastructure  to  be  added  to  the  site  including  deep 
sump  hooded  catchbasins  and  a  water  quality  structure;  the  City  reserves  its  rights  to 
review  proposed  specifications  and  apply  conditions  in  local  permitting,  and  expects 
that  the  Conservation  Commission  will  also  review  the  proposed  system  through  a 
typical  Notice  of  Intent  process  and  apply  conditions  as  appropriate. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Civil  Site  Plans  in  Appendix  E  for  Proposed  Conditions  Plans.  The 
Project  proposes  to  maintain  existing  drainage  patterns  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable. 

Comment  5.5 

The  EENF  indicates  that  the  Phase  One  project  would  contribute  50,420  gallons  per 
day  (GPD)  of  sewer  flow,  representing  a  net  increase  of  29,575  GPD  from  existing 
conditions.  The  City  of  Somerville  is  one  of  four  municipalities  in  the  MWRA  system 
that  operates  combined  municipal  sewers.  The  City  has  an  adopted  Stormwater  Policy 
that  requires  developer  mitigation  for  projected  increases  to  sewer  flows  at  a  4:1 
reduction  ratio,  which  is  consistent  with  MassDEP  best  practices. 

Response 

The  Project  complies  with  Somerville's  Stormwater  Policy,  as  well  as  the  City's  I/I 
requirements. 

Comment  5.6 

The  EENF  describes  how  the  Project  will  be  designed  to  comply  with  the  standards  of 
the  Massachusetts  Stormwater  Handbook.  Municipal  permitting  of  the  Project  will 
require  compliance  with  the  City  of  Somerville's  Stormwater  Policy,  which  requires  new 
development  to  address  water  quality  as  well  as  reducing  I/I  as  described  above. 

Response 

See  Response  to  Comment  5.5. 

Comment  5.7 

The  City  of  Somerville  requires  large  development  projects  to  implement 
Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  measures.  As  noted  on  page  1 7  of  the 
EENF,  a  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for 
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Assembly  Square  as  a  condition  of  development  permits  for  other  large  development 
applications  in  the  district.  The  Proponent  commits  to  joining  this  TMA,  but  the 
specifics  of  that  membership  are  not  described.  The  City  of  Somerville  looks  forward  to 
working  with  the  Proponent  to  more  clearly  articulate  the  scale  of  this  commitment, 
the  timing  of  its  implementation,  and  the  performance  measures  to  ensure  its  success 
in  reducing  automobile  mode  share  associated  with  both  Phase  One  and  the  full 
buildout  of  the  Project. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  a  member  of  the  Assembly  Square  TMA, 
which  is  currently  being  formed  under  direction  by  the  City  of  Somerville.  As  the 
structure,  role,  and  operation  of  the  TMA  is  developed,  the  Proponent  will  continue 
discussions  with  the  City  to  document  the  nature  of  the  Proponent's  involvement. 

Comment  5.8 

The  Proponent  notes  on  page  20  of  Append b<  I  that  sidewalks  will  connect  the  Project 
buildings  to  other  commercial  buildings  in  the  Assembly  Square  area.  The  EENF  is 
unclear  on  when  these  mitigation  measures  would  be  implemented.  The  City  of 
Somerville  requires  developers  to  construct  accessible  sidewalks  meeting  its 
specifications  both  on-site  and  off-site.  It  is  the  City's  expectation  that  the  entirety  of 
the  street  grid  and  public  realm  plan  including  sidewalks  for  the  Project's  full  buildout 
will  be  constructed  with  the  Phase  One  buildings.  Upon  completion,  our  expectation  is 
that  quality  of  the  public  realm  on  the  Project  site  will  be  of  comparable  quality  to  the 
public  realm  in  the  adjacent  Assembly  Row  development. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.14. 

Comment  5.9 

The  EENF  notes  on  page  20  of  Appendix  I  that  the  Project  will  install  high-visibility 
crosswalks,  bike  boxes  and  colored  bike  lanes,  wayfinding  signage  and  both  short-  and 
long-term  bicycle  storage  facilities.  The  EENF  is  unclear  on  when  these  mitigation 
measures  would  be  implemented.  The  City  of  Somerville  has  extensive  experience 
designing,  installing  and  maintaining  on-street  bicycle  lanes  and  intersection 
treatments  including  bike  boxes.  We  look  forward  to  reviewing  proposed  locations  and 
specifications  of  these  treatments  to  ensure  that  cyclists  of  all  ages  and  abilities  can 
benefit  from  these  measures  as  they  travel  to  and  through  the  Project  site. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  design  of  the  Project  and  its  internal  roadway 
network  has  changed.  The  newly  proposed  Site  layout  has  been  reviewed  with  the 
City  of  Somerville  as  part  of  the  Project's  recent  overall  approval,  with  pedestrian 
and  bicycle  accommodations  being  a  significant  part  of  that  dialogue. 

Response  to  Comments 
9-45 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Comment  5.10 

The  City  of  Somerville  understands  that  building  off-street  parking  creates  a  direct 
incentive  for  increased  automobile  mode  share.  We  are  striving  to  ensure  that  transit- 
oriented  development  projects  have  adequate  but  not  excessive  parking.  The  EENF 
does  not  provide  sufficient  information  for  the  City  to  determine  whether  the  proposed 
parking  counts  for  Phase  One  or  for  the  full  buildout  will  strike  this  fine  balance  and 
meet  the  City's  goals.  We  will  work  collaboratively  through  any  local  permitting 
process  to  balance  the  need  for  parking  to  achieve  our  commercial  goals  with  the  need 
to  limit  parking  to  achieve  our  mode  share  goals. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Chapter  3,  Transportation  for  discussion  of  the  Project's  parking 
accommodations.  As  discussed  in  the  response  to  comment  C.26,  the  parking  supply 
of  1,693  parking  spaces  is  lower  than  that  which  would  be  suggested  based  on 
standard  ITE  Parking  Generation  data.  The  parking  supply  proposed  for  the  Project  is 
appropriate  for  the  overall  needs  of  residents,  workers,  and  visitors  to  the  Site,  while 
not  being  excessive  to  the  point  where  travel  by  single-occupant  automobile  would 
be  discouraged. 

Comment  5.1 1 

The  EENF  provides  a  greenhouse  gas  analysis,  but  does  not  specifically  address  the 
public  health  impacts  of  air  pollution  from  transportation  sources.  The  City  of 
Somerville  has  a  long-standing  research  partnership  with  Tufts  University  and  several 
local  community-based  organizations  to  evaluate  and  mitigate  the  health  impacts  of 
fine  particulate  and  ultrafine  particulate  vehicle  emissions.  The  Project  site  is  within 
close  proximity  to  Interstate  93,  which  carries  more  than  200,000  vehicles  per  day.  The 
City  of  Somerville  will  require  the  applicant  to  provide  appropriate  air  quality 
mitigation  for  occupants  of  the  buildings  on  the  Project  site  due  to  their  proximity  to 
the  highway. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 
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Letter  6:  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

Comment  6.1 

The  Proponent  should  confirm  that  all  stormwater  generated  on  the  Site,  including 
stormwater  generated  for  the  Phase  One  portion  of  the  Project,  will  be  conveyed  to  the 
72-inch  Assembly  Row  outlet,  and  that  no  Project  stormwater  will  be  conveyed  to  any 
storm  drain  system  in  Mystic  A  venue  or  Middlesex  A  venue  or  to  any  other  storm 
drain  system  that  connects  to  a  sanitary  sewer  or  combined  sewer,  including  MWRA's 
Somerville-Marginal  Conduit  The  Somerville  Marginal  Conduit  conveys  combined 
sewage  overflows  ("CSO")  from  MWRA's  Somerville-Marginal  CSO  Treatment  Facility 
to  permitted  CSO  outfalls  at  the  Mystic  River.  The  Proponent  should  present  in  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  ("DEIR")  detailed  plans  of  existing  and  proposed 
stormwater  systems  within  the  Project  Site  and  from  the  Site  to  the  Mystic  River 
outlet(s). 

Response 

The  Proponent  proposes  to  maintain  existing  drainage  areas  and  discharge  points  at 
the  site.  The  two  drainage  areas  onsite  divide  the  site  approximately  in  half:  the 
eastern  half,  which  is  tributary  to  the  72-inch  Assembly  Row  outlet,  and  the  western 
half  of  the  site,  which  is  which  is  tributary  the  MWRA's  Somerville-Marginal 
Conduit(SMC) outfall  (see  Figures  6.1  and  62).  Historically  the  eastern  portion  of  the 
Site  was  also  conveyed  into  the  SMC  outfall  prior  to  the  Assembly  Row 
development's  infrastructure  improvements.  The  Assembly  Row  Development 
designed  the  72-  inch  stormwater  infrastructure  to  collect  stormwater  runoff  from 
within  their  development  and  to  divert  existing  flows  within  the  Assembly  Row 
development  area  from  the  SMC  outfall.  The  Project  proposes  to  reduce  total 
impervious  area  to  both  discharge  points  by  redeveloping  the  existing  site  which 
currently  consist  largely  of  paved  surface  parking  lot,  to  provide  open-space  areas 
around  the  proposed  buildings  that  provide  structured  parking  lots.  Redeveloping 
the  impervious  surfaces  with-in  the  existing  drainage  areas  will  result  in  a  net 
reduction  of  stormwater  runoff  from  the  sites  two  discharge  points  and  into  the 
existing  City's  and  MWRA's  outfall  into  the  Mystic  River. 

Comment  6.2 

The  EENF's  MEPA  form,  page  2,  reports  that  the  full-build  Project  will  increase 
wastewater  flow  by  7 18,300  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  to  a  total  wastewater  flow  from  the 
site  of  162,765  gpd.  The  form  reports  an  existing  wastewater  flow  of 44,465  gpd,  while 
page  5-5  of  the  EENF  report  states,  "(t)he  existing  uses  have  a  total  flow  of 
approximately  20,665  gallons  per  day."  The  Proponent  should  include  in  the  DEIR  a 
detailed  description  of  existing  uses  and  respective  existing  flows,  along  with  the  basis 
for  and  calculation  of  existing  flows.  On  page  5-  5,  the  report  seems  to  indicate  that 
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Phase  One  will  increase  wastewater  flows  by  29,575  gpd  (of  the  7  7 8,300  gpd  total 
increase  mentioned  above). 

Response 

Included  in  Figure  6.3  includes  estimated  design  flows  for  each  Block  and  use 
calculated  from  DEP's  310  CMR  15  Title  V  design  flow  criteria. 

Comment  6.3 

the  Proponent  should  fully  mitigate  the  Project's  potential  wastewater  flow  impacts 
with  I/I  removal  in  compliance  with  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  ("MassDEP")  regulation  and  in  accordance  with  City  of  Somerville  I/I  policy. 
The  DEIR  should  describe  the  I/I  removal  plan  and  how  that  plan  will  avoid  increasing 
sewer  system  overflows  to  MWRA's  Somerville  Marginal  Facility  and  the  Mystic  River. 

Response 

The  Proponent  has  committed  to  work  closely  with  the  City  to  determine  the  I/I 
mitigation  for  the  Project  to  comply  with  MassDEP  regulation  and  in  accordance 
with  City  of  Somerville  I/I  policy. 
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Letter  7:  WalkBoston 


Comment  7.1 

We  are  concerned  that  the  proponent  has  not  offered  significant  changes  to  the 
walking  environment,  except  on  its  own  site.  The  nearby  Kensington  Underpass,  one  of 
two  connections  between  residential  Somerville  and  the  many  worksites  and 
attractions,  should  become  its  focus  for  improvements.  The  proponent  has  suggested  a 
U-turn  that  would  complicate  pedestrian  crossings  at  the  underpass.  The  proponent 
should  be  required  to  develop  improvements  for  pedestrians  and  vehicles  at  the 
underpass  in  an  integrated  way. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  7.2 

The  basic  link  between  this  site  and  East  Somerville  is  the  neglected  underpass  of  1-93 
at  Kensington  Street,  which  has  not  been  updated  since  the  construction  of  the 
highway.  The  proponent  should  take  a  leading  role  in  the  upgrading  of  this  underpass, 
to  bring  to  life  the  proponent's  laudable  goal  of  a  more  appropriate  connection  into 
the  surrounding  community. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  7.3 

Improving  the  Kensington  Underpass  by  itself  is  insufficient  to  protect  users.  The 
underpass,  which  connects  East  Somerville  to  Assembly  Square  near  the  intersection  of 
McGrath  Highway,  Fellsway,  Route  38  and  the  1-93  southbound  on  ramp,  has  two  at- 
grade  street  crossings  where  pedestrians  must  cross  heavily  traveled  routes.  The  two 
crossings  have  painted  crosswalks  and  pedestrian-actuated  yellow  flashing  warning 
lights.  More  detailed  analysis  should  be  undertaken  to  assess  the  current  levels  of 
safety  for  people  crossing  at  this  location.  Projections  of  future  pedestrian  traffic 
should  be  undertaken  to  analyze  whether  what  level  of  additional  safety  measures 
might  be  appropriate. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  former  flashing  yellow  signal  treatment  at 
Mystic  Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington  Underpass  has  been 
converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which  vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for 
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pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is  planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of 
a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor.  With  that  treatment,  pedestrian 
accommodations  along  the  Kensington  Underpass  will  be  improved  considerably 
compared  to  former  conditions  at  the  time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for 
the  nearby  Assembly  Edge  development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City 
which  possibly  could  be  applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 

Comment  7.4 

Of  special  concern  is  the  proposal  by  the  proponent  of  this  project  that  there  should  be 
a  U-turn  that  would  allow  traffic  from  Assembly  Square  and  this  project  to  use  the 
westbound  service  road  along  1-93  (called  Bailey  Road)  to  reach  a  point  where  it  could 
U-turn  into  the  eastbound  service  road  near  Route  28  to  provide  better  access  from 
Assembly  Square  to  1-93  southbound.  This  would,  according  to  the  proponent  help  by 
"allowing  vehicles  to  bypass  two  signals,  thereby  alleviating  congestion."  The  U-turn 
would  provide,  in  essence,  a  fourth  option  for  exiting  the  complex  and  reaching  1-93 
southbound. 

However,  with  the  addition  of  this  U-turn,  people  trying  to  cross  at  the  Kensington 
Underpass  crosswalk  will  always  be  faced  with  oncoming  traffic  at  both  eastbound  and 
westbound  service  roads  leading  into  and  out  of  the  U-turn.  The  addition  of  traffic  to 
the  two  service  roads  is  a  problem  for  the  pedestrians  using  existing  Kensington 
underpass  should  be  analyzed  in  terms  of  any  improvements  that  may  be  made  to 
increase  its  use. 

Several  options  might  be  explored  to  alleviate  this  difficulty.  One  would  be  to  reduce 
both  service  roads  on  either  side  of  1-93  to  one  lane,  so  that  drivers  would  not  be 
tempted  to  bypass  a  driver  who  is  yielding  to  a  pedestrian  in  the  crosswalk.  That 
option  might  be  sufficient  to  retain  the  un-signalized  crosswalk. 

Response 

The  Mystic  Avenue  northbound-to  southbound  signalized  u-turn  connection  noted 
above  has  since  been  installed  as  part  of  a  MassDOT  project.  As  noted  in  the 
response  to  Comment  7.3,  the  former  yellow  flashing  beacon  on  Mystic  Avenue 
southbound  was  converted  to  a  HAWK  signal  treatment.  This  combined  with  the 
other  planned  HAWK  treatment,  and  possible  funding  to  be  applied  for  additional 
improvements,  will  help  to  provide  acceptable  pedestrian  accommodations 
underneath  1-93. 
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Letter  8:  East  Somerville  Main  Streets 


Comment  8.1 

East  Somerville  Main  Streets  will  support  the  proponent's  request  for  the  waiver  if  they 
agree  to  provide  real  community  benefits  for  East  Somerville  residents,  future  residents 
at  the  proposed  residential  building  to  be  constructed,  and  for  guests  and  employees  of 
the  proposed  hotel.  As  mentioned  by  Ellin  Reisner,  the  most  important  community 
benefit  is  the  improvement  of  the  Kensington  Underpass  (under  1-93),  for  pedestrian 
and  bicycle  passage  from  East  Somerville  (Stop  and  Shop)  to  and  from  Assembly 
Square  Development,  and  the  Orange  Line  MBTA  station.  The  underpass  is  dangerous, 
dark,  and  dirty. 

This  underpass  will  be  used  by  hundreds  of  people  to  go  to  and  from  work  and  school 
into  East  Somerville,  since  it  is  the  main  artery  connecting  both  sides  of  the 
neighborhood.  The  developer  should  work  with  the  community  to  carry  out  these 
improvements,  and  should  agree  to  maintain  the  improved  conditions  of  the 
underpass. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  8.2 

Another  community  benefit  for  this  project  would  be  providing  wayfinding  signage  at 
the  Kensington  underpass,  and  at  Lombardi  Way.  We  would  also  recommend  that  the 
developer  agrees  to  support  maintenance  and  cleaning  of  both  of  these  access  points 
to  and  from  the  Assembly  district. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  8.3 

Another  condition  of  agreeing  to  the  waiver  is  to  require  the  developer  to  design  and 
construct  the  residential  building,  and  hotel  with  the  best  possible  air  filtration  systems 
to  reduce  exposure  to  excessive  mobile  pollution  from  1-93  traffic  by  working  with 
community  residents,  the  City  of  Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment  of 
Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research  team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 
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Letter  9:  MAPC 

Comment  9.1 

The  Proponent  has  indicated  that  no  mitigation  is  proposed  as  part  of  Phase  7.  While 
the  EENF  indicates  that  Phase  I  will  be  served  by  233  parking  spaces  (147  residential 
and  86  hotel),  the  summary  plan  for  Phase  1  (Figure  1-7)  states  that  a  total  of  442 
parking  spaces  are  required  for  Phase  1.  This  appears  to  contradict  the  previously 
mentioned  total  of  233  parking  spaces  for  Phase  1.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  (DEIR)  needs  to  clarify  the  total  number  of  parking  spaces  proposed  for  Phase  I. 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  now  analyzes  the  Project  under  the  overall  Full-Build 
condition  without  a  Phase  1  component.  Overall,  1,695  parking  spaces  will  be 
provided.  While  there  is  now  longer  a  Phase  1,  the  first  new  building  to  be 
constructed  will  be  within  Block  23  of  the  Site.  That  development  will  include  329 
residential  units  supported  by  a  197-space  parking  garage.  The  building  also  will 
include  approximately  4,140  sf  of  general  retail/commercial  space. 

Comment  9.2 

MAPC  requests  that  the  Section  61  Findings  require  the  Proponent  to  reduce  the 
overall  amount  of  free  residential  parking  provided  on  site,  which  could  be 
accomplished  through  working  with  the  City  of  Somerville  to  reduce  parking 
requirements,  developing  a  shared  parking  program,  and  charging  for  the  use  of  on¬ 
site  parking.  All  three  steps  are  essential  to  success. 

Response 

Appendix  C  includes  a  "Mobility  Management  Plan"  documenting  the  treatment  of 
residential  parking  and  other  aspects  of  the  Project.  Bundled  parking  will  not  be 
provided  for  residents  who  instead  will  have  to  lease  the  parking  spaces  within  the 
garages  separately  from  their  unit. 

Comment  9.3 

In  light  of  the  tremendous  growth  occurring  in  this  area,  a  mitigation  fund  should  be 
established  by  the  Commonwealth  and  the  municipalities  in  the  area  to  support 
regional  transportation  improvements.  The  funds  could  support  improvements  to 
MBTA  bus  or  rapid  transit  service;  regional  roads,  highways,  and  bridges;  major  bicycle 
and  pedestrian  infrastructure;  the  regional  Hubway  bicycle  share  system;  or  other 
improvements  jointly  agreed  upon  by  the  Proponent,  municipalities,  and  MassDOT. 
There  is  precedent  for  such  a  transportation  mitigation  fee  established  through  the 
MEPA  process. 

Response  to  Comments 
9-53 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Response 

As  part  of  the  Project's  local  approval  process  by  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  mitigation 
fund  already  is  being  established  which  can  be  applied  to  a  variety  of  areas, 
including  transportation-related  needs. 

Comment  9.4 

MAPC  expects  that  the  Proponent  will  clearly  define  mode  share  goals  (vehicular,  bus, 
shuttle,  Orange  Line,  bicycling,  and  walking),  commit  to  conduct  monitoring  and 
reporting,  and  agree  to  adjust  the  Project's  TDM  program  as  necessary  based  on  the 
results  of  the  monitoring  for  the  project  as  a  whole. 

Response 

Chapter  3,  Transportation,  includes  discussion  of  the  anticipated  mode  splits,  and  the 
Mobility  Management  Plan  included  in  Appendix  C  outlines  the  detailed  strategy  for 
how  those  goals  can  be  achieved. 

Comment  9.5 

MAPC  expects  the  Proponent  will  comply  with  the  City  of  Somerville's  mandatory  on¬ 
site  affordable  housing  requirement,  which  will  total  20%  of  the  residential  unit  count 
under  the  City's  Inclusionary  Zoning  ordinance.  Affordable  units  are  a  critical 
mechanism  to  reduce  the  number  of  cars,  vehicle  trips,  and  GHG  emissions.  According 
to  the  study,  Maintaining  Diversity  in  America's  Transit  Rich  Neighborhoods,  " people 
of  color,  low-income  households  and  renters  are  all  more  likely  to  use  transit  than  the 
average  American  (page  2). " 

Response 

Consistent  with  the  City  of  Somerville  Inclusionary  Housing  Project,  the  Applicant  is 
proposing  that  20%  of  the  residential  units  to  be  constructed  as  part  of  the  Project 
will  be  set  aside  as  affordable  units  consistent  with  the  Provisions  of  Article  1 3  - 
Inclusionary  Housing  of  the  Zoning  Ordinances. 
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Letter  10:  Somerville  Catholic  Collaborative 


Comment  10.1 

The  latest  phase  of  Assembly  Row  Development  is  looking  to  obtain  a  waiver  which 
would  allow  further  construction  without  requiring  that  adequate  consideration  be 
provided  for  green  and  open  space.  A  number  of  Massachusetts  environmental  justice 
websites  listed  below  have  designated  the  Mystic  River  as  an  area  for  environmental 
consideration.  In  view  of  this  designation,  I  feel  we  must  avoid  undue  haste  in 
approving  further  construction  until  this  matter  can  be  adequately  investigated 
especially  in  light  of  the  restrictions  and  community  benefits  agreements  which  the 
citizens  are  presently  engaged  in  establishing  for  all  development  in  the  city  of 
Somerville  in  order  to  protect  the  interests  of  residents  and  small  business  owners  in 
this  area  for  the  immediate  and  long-range  future. 

Response 

Under  new  ownership,  the  Project  is  no  longer  seeking  a  waiver  from  environmental 
review. 
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Letter  11:  Mark  J.  Lyons 


Comment  1 1.1 

My  greatest  concern  is  the  intent  to  locate  one  of  the  residential  structures  (Bock  25)  as 
close  to  Interstate  93  and  Mystic  Avenue  as  possible.  Abundant  research  is  now 
available  that  documents  that  severe  impact  of  automobile  pollution,  in  particular 
ultrafine  particulate  matter  for  which  there  exists  no  federal  regulations  but  which  we 
also  know  falls  of  logarithmically  with  distance,  meaning  that  a  different  plan  that  was 
cognizant  of  this  science  and  the  related  health  risks  could  spare  the  inhabitants  of  the 
intended  apartments  the  worst  impacts. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  1 1.2 

Additionally,  it  is  my  opinion  that  what  the  developer  has  called  "on-grade  green 
space"  is  little  more  than  wide  sidewalks,  a  glorified  crosswalk  and  pedestrian  cul-de- 
sacs  that  will  both  prove  to  be  essentially  private  in  the  long  run  and  do  nothing  to 
facilitate  access  to  the  real  greenspaces  in  the  area:  the  river  front  and  Draw  7  park. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  1 1.3 

Related  to  my  greatest  concern  is  the  issue  that  will  be  most  direct  and  obvious  to  the 
rest  of  Assembly  Square  and  abutters  is  the  increased  traffic  generated  from  the  plan, 
projected  at  over  18,000  trips/day  and  I  would  like  to  see  a  more  robust  and  integrated 
approach  to  traffic  management  for  the  entire  Assembly  Square  district  as  a  whole. 

Response 

Under  the  direction  and  guidance  of  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for  the  Assembly  Square 
District.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to  be  in  line  with  addressing  the 
concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the  overall  transportation  needs  of 
this  area.  The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  TMA. 
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Comment  1 1.4 

Finally,  while  I  am  not  certain  of  the  specifics  of  the  legal  structure  or  partners  in  this 
development,  after  reviewing  the  portfolio  of  RD  Management  LLC,  of  which  the  lead 
developer  of  this  project  is  listed  as  a  partner,  there  is  nothing  in  that  nationwide 
portfolio  that  represents  a  material,  mixed-use,  transit-oriented  development. 
Accordingly,  I  see  the  project  in  its  current  form  as  a  failure  of  the  imagination  and 
closer  to  an  example  of  brutalism  than  design  and  one  which  risks  compromising  and 
watering  down  both  existing  investments  and  the  future  vision  for  Assembly  Square. 

Response 

The  Project  is  under  new  ownership  and  has  considerably  advanced  the  design  of 
the  buildings  in  close  coordination  with  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  new  ownership 
team  has  a  broad  portfolio  of  executing  successful  mixed-use  and  transit  oriented 
projects  throughout  the  area,  and  has  engaged  a  team  of  designers,  planners,  and 
engineers  with  a  wealth  of  local  knowledge  to  help  this  Project  enhance  the 
Assembly  Square  area. 
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Letter  12:  William  T.  Gage 


Comment  12.1 

The  project  site  appears  to  include  former  railroad  property  as  evidenced  by  the  USGS 
map.  Is  an  Article  97  Permit  required  from  the  Secretary  of  Transportation? 

Response 

The  Project  site  does  not  include  any  former  railroad  property  which  would 
necessitate  an  Article  97  permit. 

Comment  12.2 

In  Figure  1.7,  the  square  footage  numbers  do  not  seem  to  add  up.  It  appears  that 
parking  is  15,000  sf,  or  about  80  or  less  parking  spaces. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  the  updated  site  plans  in  Figure  1.6. 

Comment  12.3 

No  alternatives  to  the  project  as  proposed  were  sufficiently  presented  in  the  Expanded 
ENF. 

Response 

Refer  to  Chapter  2  for  Alternatives  Analysis. 

Comment  12.4 

In  Figure  1.8,  I  ask  the  proponent  to  consider  enlivening  Middlesex  Street  with  retail 
uses  in  Phase  2  instead  of  putting  your  back  to  the  community.  The  proponent  has  a 
design  opportunity  to  make  the  area  more  attractive  for  pedestrian  usage  via  the 
pedestrian  connection  under  1-93  from  Kensington  Avenue.  The  proponent  could 
provide  a  continuous  walkway  through  its  project  site  from  the  pedestrian  connection 
under  1-93  to  the  rest  of  the  development  al  Assembly  Row  &  the  MBTA  Station 
@ Assembly  Row. 

Response 

The  Project  design  improves  the  public  realm  at  Middlesex  Avenue  by  providing  a 
planted  buffer  adjacent  to  Block  24  and  an  improved  street  edge  between  Mystic 
Avenue  and  Foley  Street.  A  Fire  Station  is  also  proposed  on  Block  21  fronting 
Middlesex  Avenue.  Additionally,  public  realm  improvements  along  Foley  Street  are 
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intended  to  strengthen  the  pedestrian  connection  between  Middlesex  Avenue  and 
the  MBTA  Orange  Line  station. 

Comment  12.5 

Is  the  project  site  part  of  the  Assembly  Square  Urban  Renewal  Area? 

Response 

The  Project  Site  is  located  in  the  Assembly  Square  Mixed-Use  District  which  was  a 
product  of  years  of  area  wide  planning,  including  the  Assembly  Square  Urban 
Renewal  Plan. 

Comment  12.6 

Does  the  project  require  a  DEP  Wastewater  Connection  Permit  for  a  discharge  of  over 
100,000  gallons  per  day? 

Response 

No,  the  Project  will  not  require  a  DEP  Wastewater  Connection  Permit  for  a  discharge 
of  over  100,000  gallons  per  day. 

Comment  12.7 

The  proponent  should  specify  the  number  of  bicycle  parking  spaces  within  the  garages 
and  the  temporary  bicycle  parking  spaces  to  be  provided  around  the  site.  How  many 
parking  spaces  will  be  provided  to  a  car-sharing  service  such  as  Zipcar  as  part  of  its 
TDM  commitments. 

Response 

The  proposed  Project  Site  will  include  224  secured,  internal  bicycle  parking  spaces 
for  residents  and  workers.  Specifically,  164  bike  parking  spaces  will  be  provided  for 
Site  residents,  while  an  additional  60  bicycle  parking  spaces  will  be  provided  for  the 
various  non-residential  uses.  This  supply  meets  the  City  of  Somerville  zoning 
requirements  and  is  more  than  adequate  to  serve  the  functional  needs  of  the 
Project.  Outdoor  bicycle  racks  also  will  be  provided  within  50  feet  of  each  primary 
building  entrance.  As  required  by  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  new  bike-share  Blue  Bikes 
docking  station  also  will  be  provided  within  the  Project  Site  at  a  location  to  be 
determined  through  consultation  with  the  City. 

With  the  recent  increase  in  private  ride  services,  such  as  Uber  and  Lyft,  Zipcar  may 
not  be  as  heavily  used  as  in  the  past.  As  each  block  of  the  overall  Project  undergoes 
its  local  approval  process,  the  need  for  Zipcar  spaces  as  well  as  appropriate  pick¬ 
up/drop-off  locations  for  taxi  and  private  ride  services  will  be  evaluated  continually 
with  the  City.  The  need  for  these  services  also  can  be  monitored  through  the 
required  post-opening  traffic  monitoring  and  surveys. 
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Comment  12.8 

Is  stormwater  &  wastewater  separated  within  Foley  street,  Revolution  Drive,  and 
Assembly  Square  Drive? 

Response 

Yes,  the  storm  drain  and  sanitary  sewer  lines  are  separated  within  Foley  Street, 
Revolution  Drive,  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  formerly  known  as  Assembly  Square 
Drive. 

Comment  12.9 

The  proponent  should  propose  some  traffic  design  solutions  to  MassDOT  for  reducing 
the  number  of  traffic  accidents  at  the  Mystic  Avenue/McGrath  Highway  intersection. 

Response 

MassDOT  currently  is  undertaking  a  design  project  for  the  Route  1-93/Route 
28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange.  This  was  done  following  recent  roadway  safety  audits 
at  this  location.  The  planned  improvements  still  are  at  a  preliminary  design  stage, 
but  are  expected  to  focus  primarily  on  pedestrian  and  bicycle  enhancements,  and 
possible  signal  operation  improvements. 

Comment  12.10 

Based  on  the  information  in  the  Expanded  ENF,  the  proponent  has  not  provided  the 
Secretary  with  any  compelling  reasons  for  granting  a  Phase  I  Waiver.  The  proponent 
should  have  provided  a  more  robust  mitigation  package  and  TDM  Program.  It  should 
consider  committing  to  selling  MBTA  transit  passes  at  the  hotel  for  its  guests  (one-  and 
three-day  transit  passes)  and  offering  employees  at  the  project  site  monthly  passes.  In 
addition,  the  proponent  could  offer  a  subsidy  to  those  employees  utilizing  the  month!) 
MBTA  passes  since  it  can  reduce  its  parking  requirements. 

Response 

A  Phase  1  for  the  Project  and  any  accompanying  Phase  1  waiver  is  no  longer  being 
requested. 
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Letter  13:  Matt  McLaughlin 


Comment  13.1 

If  residential  properties  are  going  to  be  built  along  193  they  must  have  proper 
ventilation  systems  to  protect  their  residents  from  pollution.  I  would  like  the  developer 
to  work  with  the  City  of  Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway 
Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research  team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  13.2 

This  project  is  right  next  to  the  Kensington  193  underpass  that  connects  East 
Somerville  to  Assembly  Square.  This  area  is  a  disgrace  to  the  neighborhood.  I  already 
requested  Federal  Realty  and  Criterion  Development  commit  funds  to  improving  this 
blighted  pathway.  I  expect  SO/A  to  make  the  same  commitment. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  13.3 

I  would  like  the  developer  to  assist  in  completion  of  the  improvements  to  the  Lombardi 
Underpass. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  13.4 

I  would  like  the  developer  to  commit  to  hiring  practices  that  Include  a  living  wage  and 
local  hiring  preference. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  hiring  practices  that  are  open  to  all  trades  and  will 
explore  practices  that  work  reasonably  within  the  context  of  Somerville's  real  estate 
market  conditions. 
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Letter  14:  Katjana  Ballantyne 

Comment  14.1 

Minimizing  traffic  to  this  area  is  necessary.  The  additional  18,000+  vehicle  trips 
generated  by  this  development  will  add  to  the  stymied  traffic  already  on  the  highway 
and  neighboring  streets.  This  property  (or  future  property  owners)  should  be  required 
to  fully  participate  in  the  Transportation  Management  Authority  that  is  required  under 
the  Assembly  Square  settlement  when  it  gets  up  and  running. 

Response 

A  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for  the 
Assembly  Square  District.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to  be  in  line  with 
addressing  the  concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the  overall 
transportation  needs  of  this  area.  The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active 
member  of  the  TMA. 

Comment  14.2 

No  housing  should  be  located  next  to  the  highway  on  parcel  25  -  it  is  a  bad  place  for 
housing,  because  research  shows  the  toxic  effect  of  auto  pollution,  especially  the 
ultrafine  particles  that  most  densely  occur  within  100  -200  meters  of  the  highway. 
Please  require  the  developer  to  locate  the  housing  beyond  that  200  meter  limit. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  14.3 

Increase  green  space  and  open  space  -  preference  should  be  for  taller  buildings  and 
substantially  more  " green  space. "  which  Somerville  as  the  most  densely  populated  city 
in  Massachusetts  desperately  needs. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 5.1  below. 

Comment  14.4 

Strongly  encourage  the  replacement  of  impervious  surfaces  with  permeable  surfaces  - 
to  avoid  exacerbating  the  runoff  issues  into  the  Mystic  River  as  a  result  of  this  project 
being  so  close  to  the  river. 
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Response 

The  Project  reduces  the  amount  of  impervious  area  with  permeable  surfaces  from 
existing  to  proposed  conditions. 

Comment  14.5 

Project  should  be  transit  friendly  with  pedestrian  access  &  being  bike  friendly  - 
requesting  there  is  better  connections  to  the  Orange  Line  t-stop,  community  path  with 
additional  bike  parking  and  stronger  pedestrian  connection  (lighting,  landscaping, 
safety  etc.)  to  the  rest  of  East  Somerville  via  Foley  St  extension  under  193. 

Response 

The  site  has  been  designed  to  strengthen  pedestrian  connections  to  the  MBTA 
Orange  Line  station.  Continuity  in  the  street  section  design  along  Foley  Street  and 
Revolution  Drive  has  been  emphasized  to  further  provide  a  consistent  pedestrian 
experience  between  the  proposed  master  plan  and  Assembly  Row.  The  site's  main 
street,  Road  K,  will  also  provide  opportunity  for  bicycle  lanes  as  well  as  indoor  and 
outdoor  bicycle  parking  associated  with  each  building. 
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Letter  15:  Wig  Zamore 


Comment  15.1 

This  project  provides  insufficient  useable  and  green  public  open  space.  When  fully 
built,  it  will  have  a  project  wide  Floor  Area  Ratio  of 4.75  -  1,941,592  building  square 
feet  divided  by  408,592  land  square  feet  according  to  the  proponents.  Making  it  denser 
than  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  on  the  South  Boston  Waterfront.  Maximum  Fan 
Pier  and  Pier  4  heights  were  240  to  270  feet  initially,  but  then  made  to  be  250  feet,  the 
same  as  the  height  limit  here.  I  Those  projects  were  also  required  by  Secretary  Durand 
in  his  2000  MFIP  decision  to  provide  the  following  community  benefits,  among  others: 

"At  least  56%  of  each  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  sites  will  be  devoted  to  open  space. 
At  least  40%  of  each  site  will  be  devoted  to  parks,  plazas,  and  other  pedestrian- 
usable  public  open  spaces,  exclusive  of  streets. 

To  fully  activate  the  waterfront  along  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  as  a  public  destination, 
the  MHP  now  requires  approximately  127,000  square  feet  of  permanently 
dedicated  civic  and  cultural  space  in  buildings  along  the  water's  edge. " 

This  proposed  Assembly  Square  project  lies  just  inland  of  former  tide  lands  along  the 
Mystic  River  and  between  former  tidal  creeks  which  passed  through  both  abutting 
properties,  the  Assembly  Marketplace  and  Home  Depot  sites,  and  therefore  lies  just 
outside  of  Chapter  9 1  jurisdiction.  It  nevertheless  should  make  a  real  effort  to  have 
significant  useable  green  and  open  space  on  site,  or  very  nearby,  which  at  least 
matches  the  new  usable  green  and  open  space  that  has  been  provided  by  its  Assembly 
District  neighbors,  Federal  Realty  and  Partners  Healthcare.  I  have  attached  the  Open 
Space  Plans  for  both  Assembly  ROW  and  the  Partners  Healthcare  projects  (see 
Zamore  Useable  Open  Space  Comparisons  for  EENF  15595). 

Please  note  also  that  the  Somerville  Comprehensive  Plan  has  an  important  goal  of  125 
acres  of  new  useable  public  open  space,  as  well  as  a  goal  of  commercial  and 
residential  growth  of  roughly  15  million  built  square  feet  over  the  next  few  decades,  a 
little  more  than  8  acres  per  million  square  feet  of  building.  Not  all  of  that  8  plus  acres 
per  million  square  feet  of  building,  equivalent  to  16  acres  for  a  project  this  size,  must 
come  from  new  projects.  But,  a  much  more  significant  portion  of  green  ground  level 
public  open  space  should  be  contributed  than  the  half  acre  proposed. 

Response 

The  site's  adjacency  to  a  major  freeway  corridor  does  not  render  it  ideal  for  an 
expansive  public  open  space.  The  master  plan  provides  a  massing  framework  with 
concentrates  the  public  space  in  the  center  of  the  Project  -  partially  shielding  it  from 
Interstate  93-related  noise  and  air  pollution  concerns  and  the  traffic  of  Grand  Union 
Blvd  -  while  strengthening  the  pedestrian  connections  to  Assembly  Row,  Baxter 
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Riverfront  Park,  and  Draw  Seven  Park.  This  allows  the  new  central  open  space  to 
function  as  one  component  of  a  larger  integrated  parks  system. 

Comment  1 5.2 

The  Somerville  Comprehensive  Plan  goal  for  surface  transportation  mode  splits  is  for 
50%  or  more  of  all  new  travel  to  be  via  clean  transit,  bicycle  or  walking  and  not  by 
single  occupancy  vehicles  (SOVs).  The  EENF  for  this  proposed  project  shows  slightly 
less  than  45%  travel  by  SOV  in  East  Somerville  currently  and  even  better  numbers  for 
the  City  as  a  whole  (Table  4- 1).  The  EENF  itself  admirably  shows  a  much  less 
progressive  mode  split.  However,  we  need  the  EIR  scope  and  the  project  proponent  to 
require  and  deliver,  respectively,  even  better  modes  splits  than  what  we  have  now  and 
aspire  to  have  in  the  future.  The  community  is  eager  to  help.  Note  that  the  first  phases 
of  new  development  at  Assembly  Square  have  resulted  in  the  first  new  subway  stop  in 
Massachusetts  in  three  decades,  an  Orange  Line  Station  built  without  MBTA  capital 
funds  but  with  a  $15  million  contribution  from  Federal  Realty.  The  recent 
developments  by  Federal  and  Partners  Healthcare  have  also  contributed  vastly 
improved  pedestrian  gateways  into  Assembly  from  Sullivan  Square  under  193  and 
from  Ten  Hills  via  the  spectacular  new  Route  28  Underpass  as  well  as  an  off-road  bike 
and  pedestrian  path  from  the  new  Sullivan  Square  gateway  to  the  Mystic  River 
Reservation.  We  need  at  least  proportional  sustainable  transportation  contributions 
from  this  ~2  million  square  foot  development. 

Response 

Under  the  direction  and  guidance  of  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for  the  Assembly  Square 
District.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to  be  in  line  with  addressing  the 
concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the  overall  transportation  needs  of 
this  area.  The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  TMA. 

The  mode  splits  projected  for  the  Project,  as  presented  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation, 
are  consistent  with  the  mode  splits  noted  above.  While  the  office  component  of  the 
Project  was  analyzed  with  a  slightly-higher  expected  54-percent  automobile  usage, 
the  Project's  Mobility  Management  Plan  (MMP)  provides  documentation  of  the 
strategy  intended  for  reduce  that  to  50-percent.  Likewise,  the  retail  component  of 
the  Site  was  evaluated  with  a  considerably  higher  80-percent  automobile  usage. 
While  measures  such  as  flex  hours  and  working  from  home  generally  can't  be  used 
for  retail  employees,  the  MMP  contains  measures  to  help  reduce  automobile  traffic. 
In  fact,  most  retail  visitors  to  the  Site  should  be  in  the  form  of  shared  trips  or 
pedestrians,  as  the  retail  size  only  will  be  27,140  sf  broken  up  into  multiple  smaller 
tenants,  as  opposed  to  a  larger  anchor  store  destination. 

Comment  15.3 

About  15  years  ago  I  started  to  look  at  MassCHIP  mortality  data  by  municipality  by 
year  by  ICD  disease  category,  with  a  focus  on  heart  attack  and  lung  cancer  mortality, 
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the  two  largest  single  categories  and  two  that  are  highly  correlated  with 
transportation  emissions.  In  turned  out  that  for  the  five  years  1996  to  2000,  Somerville 
had  the  highest  number  of  age  adjusted  excess  mortalities  in  these  categories  per 
square  mile,  roughly  35  or  about  140  excess  deaths  city  wide.  (US  EPA  and  OMB  count 
each  excess  death  as  $8  million  in  damages.)  Chelsea  was  second.  Somerville  had  low 
smoking  rates,  due  to  its  large  immigrant  population. 

Since  that  time,  grass  roots  groups  in  Somerville  have  participated  in  quite  a  bit  of 
cutting  edge  environmental  health  research,  working  with  Tufts  and  other  Boston  area 
research  universities.  We  have  been  funded  by  the  National  Institute  of  Health,  US 
Housing  and  Urban  Development,  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  others. 
Unfortunately,  the  most  reliable  environmental  epidemiology  from  the  US  and  other 
advanced  economies  shows  that  people  who  live  within  50  to  100  meters  of  very  busy 
roadways,  after  first  adjusting  for  other  contributing  factors,  should  expect  50  to  100% 
higher  risk  of  cardiovascular  and  lung  cancer  mortality.  As  well  as  similar  increases  in 
risk  for  childhood  asthma,  and  even  larger  increases  in  risk  for  autism  spectrum 
disorders  among  children.  The  autism  risk  is  just  now  emerging  in  recent  studies  but 
the  cardiovascular,  lung  cancer  and  asthmas  risks  are  well  established  by  very  robust 
studies  over  the  last  several  decades.  Please  see  papers  by  Gan,  Nyberg,  Gauderman 
and  Volk  I  am  sending  via  separate  email.  (Note  there  are  over  50,000  papers  listed  at 
the  National  Library  of  Medicine,  PUBMEDJust  regarding  the  health  effects  of 
particulate  matter,  widely  considered  the  dominant  environmental  health  risk  in  the 
world. ') 

Our  own  research  is  among  the  most  advanced  in  the  world  on  near  highway 
exposures  to  ultrafine  particles  and  cardiovascular  inflammation.  Much  of  this  research 
has  been  done  in  Somerville,  as  well  as  other  communities  in  the  Boston  region.  We 
have  shown  an  increase  of  nearly  33%  in  high  sensitivity  C  Reactive  Protein  per  10,000 
ultrafine  particles  annual  average  personal  exposure.  hsCRP  is  the  preferred  marker  of 
chronic  cardiovascular  inflammation  and  mortality  risk  in  most  large  statin  studies. 
Somerville  has  the  most  vehicle  miles  traveled  per  square  mile  of  land  area  out  of  35 1 
Massachusetts  cities  and  towns,  roughly  200,000  VMT  per  SM  per  day,  with  much  of 
that  in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  city,  including  the  193,  Route  28  and  Mystic 
Avenue  corridors.  Somerville  also  has  the  most  diesel  rail  travel  per  square  mile,  with 
roughly  200  commuter  trains  per  weekday  and  15,000  per  square  mile  per  year.  Given 
that  we  also  have  the  greatest  population  per  square  mile,  the  environmental  health 
costs  here  of  being  too  close  to  these  large  regional  emissions  sources  are  staggering. 

In  consequence,  it  is  just  incredibly  stupid  to  locate  new  multi-family  housing  within 
500  feet  of  major  roadways,  especially  if  there  are  design  alternatives.  Please  see 
separate  email  with  a  small  sample  of  our  environmental  health  research  -  papers 
with  first  authors  Durant,  Padro  Martinez,  Patton  and  Lane. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 


Response  to  Comments 
9-69 


- 


— 


— 


- . - 


— 


- - - 


This  page  left  intentionally  blank. 

' 


. 


. 


Response  to  Comments 


9-70 


. 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Letter  16:  Andrea  Ranger 


Comment  16.1 

As  a  resident  of  Somerville,  I'm  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  City  and  Assembly  Row 
developers  have  committed  to  a  mb<ed  use  of  their  development.  However,  the 
project's  Environmental  Notification  Form  projects  18,000  auto  trips  per  day,  and 
therefore  it  is  essential  that  the  developer  commit  to  participating  in  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  to  mitigate  the  number  of  trips  and  maximize  the  use  of 
transit,  etc. 

Response 

Under  the  direction  and  guidance  of  the  City  of  Somerville,  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for  the  Assembly  Square 
District.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to  be  in  line  with  addressing  the 
concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the  overall  transportation  needs  of 
this  area.  The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  TMA. 

Comment  16.2 

Given  that  such  a  tiny  portion  of  Somerville's  surface  area  is  permeable,  and  that  the 
proposed  development  is  within  1  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  the  development  should 
have  a  substantially  larger  amount  of  permeable  surface  and  stormwater  retention  to 
protect  the  Mystic  River. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Response  to  Comment  10.4. 

Comment  16.3 

Roads,  sidewalks,  and  parking  lots  are  counted  as  open  space.  If  the  developer  cannot 
amend  their  plan  to  accommodate  more  green  space,  then  they  should  be  required  to 
develop  additional  green  space  elsewhere  within  the  Assembly  Square  district. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  16.4 

Optimizing  the  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  with  the  T  station,  the  community 
path,  and  with  the  rest  of  Somerville  should  be  a  high  priority.  Assembly  Square  plaza 
should  be  more  than  an  intersection  of  streets. 
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Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  10.5. 
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Letter  17:  Gary  S.  Trujillo 


Comment  17.1 

According  to  the  information  I  have  acquired,  there  is  insufficient  on-site  green  space 
(the  definition  of  which  must,  in  my  view,  not  include  whatever  amount  of  open  space, 
either  on  the  actual  site  or  adjacent  to  the  property  (which  is  almost  entirely  paved 
parking  space)  is  not  permeable,  which  means  it  must  not  include  paved  paths  and 
sidewalks).  This  need  is  especially  important  given  that  so  much  of  the  area  (along 
with  most  of  the  rest  of  the  city),  which  is  within  a  half  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  is 
paved.  There  was,  as  I  understand  the  matter,  an  agreement  reached  between  the 
Mystic  View  Task  Force,  FRIT  and  Ikea  to  allocate  about  20  percent  of  the  land  area  for 
green  space.  I  feel  that  that  agreement  should  be  the  basis  for  this  new  construction. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  17.2 

Not  enough  thought  has  been  given  to  the  plaza  which  has  been  proposed  for  the  site 
regarding  its  ability  to  be  used  by  people  living  and  working  in  the  area. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  17.3 

The  needs  of  cyclists  and  pedestrians  in  the  general  area  have  not  been  taken  into 
account  sufficiently.  As  a  cyclist  myself  who  visits  that  area  regularly,  I  know  that 
crossing  the  on  and  offramps  to  1-93  can  be  tricky  and  dangerous.  Responsibility  for 
improvements  must,  of  course,  be  shared  by  owners  of  structures  presently  in  that  area 
as  well  as  those  proposing  the  new  development. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  former  flashing  yellow  signal  treatment  at 
Mystic  Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington  Avenue  connection 
has  been  converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which  vehicular  traffic  is 
stopped  for  pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is  planned  to  be 
installed  as  part  of  a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor.  With  that 
treatment,  accommodations  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the  Kensington 
Avenue  connection  will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former  conditions  at 
the  time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly  Edge 
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development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be 
applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area.  Existing  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  accommodations  in  this  area  also  include  a  Route  28  underpass  along  Mystic 
River  just  north  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  This  provides  a  valuable  connection  to 
and  from  the  Ten  Hills  neighborhood  to  the  west  of  Route  28  without  having  to 
cross  at-grade  across  multiple  lanes  on  Route  28. 

Comment  17.4 

Given  plans  for  the  siting  of  a  residential  building  on  the  grounds,  much  more 
consideration  is  needed  to  ensure  that  toxic  gases  emitted  by  vehicular  traffic  on  1-93 
is  sufficiently  dispersed  or  blocked  so  it  does  not  adversely  affect  the  health  of  residents 
of  that  building,  particularly  young  ones. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  17.5 

I  feel  that,  especially  given  the  large  number  of  trips  presently  made  by  automobile 
every  day  in  the  area,  there  must  be  an  agreement  put  in  place  regarding  efforts  to 
encourage  the  use  of  public  and  other  non-auto  means  of  transit  for  those  capable  of 
using  such  means  of  getting  to  and  from  the  area.  The  developer  should,  in  my 
opinion,  have  to  participate  in  the  drafting  and  signing  of  such  an  agreement  and  be 
bound  by  its  terms  in  a  legally-enforceable  manner. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed. 
Being  part  of  this  TMA  will  preclude  the  need  for  separate  agreements  while 
providing  greater  overall  effectiveness  through  the  coordination  with  other  TMA 
members.  The  Project  also  recently  prepared  a  Mobility  Management  Plan  (included 
in  Appendix  C)  as  part  of  its  local  approval  which  documents  Project-specific 
requirements  independent  of  the  TMA. 
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Letter  18:  Jane  Fair  Bestor 


Comment  18.1 

The  first  proposed  residential  parcel  (included  in  the  waiver  request)  is  just  outside  the 
technical  boundary  for  serious  health  risks  from  ultra-fine  particles  from  vehicle 
emissions  on  1-93.  But  residential  parcel  25  is  well  within  the  boundary  of  health  risks, 
and  a  residential  project  cannot  be  built  on  this  site.  Given  this  vitally  important 
obstacle  to  construction  (all  the  more  important  because  of  our  precious  state 
mandate  of  universal  health  care,  to  which  we  contribute  with  our  tax  dollars),  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  developer  should  be  required  now  to  reimagine  the  entire 
project.  If  required  to  do  so,  Ades  would  also  be  able  to  address  some  serious 
deficiencies  in  the  existing  plans  for  phase  one. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  18.2 

In  a  last-minute  public  meeting  held  less  than  three  weeks  before  the  deadline  for 
commenting  on  the  waiver  request,  the  developer  announced  that  the  benefits  to  the 
community  from  all  phases  of  the  development  consisted  in  the  project  itself.  Aside 
from  the  fact  that  this  perspective  fails  to  meet  the  standards  in  Massachusetts  in 
general  and  in  Somerville  specifically  for  public  benefits,  phase  one  as  currently 
envisioned  includes  plans  for  a  large  residential  project  and  a  hotel  with  virtually  no 
public  open  green  space.  Such  green  space  as  is  envisaged  is  largely  on  the  roof  of  one 
or  both  of  the  buildings  (no  specifics  were  provided  at  the  meeting).  The  roofs  are 
inaccessible  to  the  general  public,  and  in  any  case  they  should  not  count  as  public 
open  green  space.  Among  other  reasons,  they  do  not  permit  the  planting  of  trees, 
which  are  now  understood  to  be  an  essential  public  amenity  for  environmental  and 
public  health  reasons.  But  this  is  also  a  matter  of  equity.  After  years  of  reviewing 
projects  at  Assembly  Square,  MEPA  is  no  doubt  well  aware  that  Somerville  has  among 
the  least  amount  of  public  open  green  space,  if  not  the  least,  per  person  in 
Massachusetts. 

More  provision  for  publicly  accessible  green  space  would  also  help  to  address  another 
flaw  in  phase  one  of  the  project  as  currently  planned:  the  high  percentage  of 
impervious  surfaces,  which  will  create  run-off  into  the  Mystic  River  and  roadways 
surrounding  the  project. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 
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Comment  18.3 

The  developer  has  no  plans  to  strengthen  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  between  its 
proposed  two  buildings  and  the  rest  of  the  site  or  to  the  Stop  &  Shop  (accessible 
through  a  derelict  underpass)  on  the  other  side  of  1-93.  This  Is  essential  to  improve 
movement  to  and  from  the  site  and  to  mitigate  issues  arising  from  the  increased 
vehicle  traffic  generated  by  the  projects. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  significant  changes  have  been  made  to  the 
overall  Project  Site  design.  These  changes,  which  recently  were  approved  by  the  City 
of  Somerville,  will  result  in  a  far  more  pedestrian-friendly  environment.  Independent 
of  the  Project,  improvements  to  connections  to  the  surrounding  area  also  have  been 
implemented,  with  additional  changes  planned.  The  former  flashing  yellow  signal 
treatment  at  Mystic  Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington 
Underpass  recently  was  converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which 
vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for  pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is 
planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of  a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor. 
With  that  treatment,  pedestrian  accommodations  along  the  Kensington  Underpass 
will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former  conditions  at  the  time  of  the 
EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly  Edge  development  also 
included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be  applied  towards 
improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 

Comment  18.4 

Everything  possible  should  be  done  to  minimize  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project. 
It's  my  understanding  that  this  is  not  so  much  a  concern  in  phase  one  as  in  later 
phases  of  the  project.  However,  the  need  to  rethink  the  use  of  the  second  residential 
parcel  would  suggest  the  value  of  rethinking  now  the  mix  of  uses  that  would  maximize 
use  of  our  new  T-stop  and  potential  synergies  with  other  current  and  envisaged  land 
uses  at  Assembly  Square.  Certainly  the  developer's  participation  in  the  TMA  should  be 
required. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed. 
Since  the  EENF,  the  overall  development  plan  and  phasing  has  changed  significantly. 
The  Mobility  Management  Plan  (MMP)  contained  in  Appendix  C  documents 
additional  measures  intended  to  reduce  single-occupant  automobile  travel  to  and 
from  the  Site. 
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Letter  19:  David  Dahlbacka 


Comment  19.1 

While  I  support  the  mix  of  uses,  they  will  generate  18,535  additional  vehicle  trips/day. 
To  meet  Somerville's  long-term  goals  for  Assembly  Square,  it  is  essential  to  preserve 
traffic  capacity  for  a  full  build-out  in  Assembly  Square. 

In  the  settlement  agreement  between  Federal  Realty  and  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force 
by  which  the  Federal  project  moved  forward,  vehicle  trips  at  full  build-out  were  not  to 
exceed  50,000/day.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  participate  fully  In  the  Transportation 
Management  Authority  as  defined  in  the  settlement  agreement. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed. 

Comment  19.2 

In  the  settlement  agreement,  Federal  Realty  agreed  to  a  $15  million  cash  contribution 
to  the  Orange  Line  T-Stop.  The  agreement  entitled  them  to  about  5  million  s.f.  of 
building  that  directly  benefited  from  the  T-Stop.  The  Ades  Development  proposal  Is 
about  2  million  s.f.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  make  a  proportional  contribution  to 
Assembly  Square  green  space  or  infrastructure,  or  about  $6  million. 

Response 

The  Project  will  generate  significant  fees  in  excess  of  $17  million  that  will  be  utilized 
for  housing  and  jobs  linkage,  as  well  as  community  benefits  and  city  infrastructure. 

Comment  19.3 

Given  that  the  proposed  development  is  within  V2  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  the 
proposal  includes  far  too  high  a  percentage  of  Impervious  surfaces. 

>  The  total  site  area  is  438,84 1. 

>  The  publicly  accessible  pervious  green  space  totals  21,807  s.f.,  or  5%  or  the  total 
site  area. 

>  The  impervious  open  space  totals  188, 160  s.f.,  or  43%  of  the  total  site  area. 

Please  ask  the  developer  to  increase  the  ratio  of  publicly  accessible  green  space  to 
30%.  The  resulting  development  will  be  a  far  more  inviting  and  desirable  location  for 
working,  shopping,  and  living  than  the  proposed  ratio.  If  meeting  the  new  ratio  on 
their  parcels  Is  not  feasible,  the  developer  can  work  with  the  city  and  other 
stakeholders  to  develop  underutilized  parcels  elsewhere  in  Assembly  Square. 
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Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  19.4 

The  hardscope  and  green  space  between  blocks  22,  23,  and  24  is  broken  by  a  street 
intersection.  This  is  not  an  inviting  or  pedestrian-friendly  configuration.  Please  ask  the 
developer  to  make  this  location  more  pedestrian-friendly,  for  example  by  moving  the 
intersection  toward  block  23  and  expanding  the  green  space  on  the  block  24  side  of 
road  K. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  19.5 

While  the  development  is  close  to  the  Orange  line  T-Stop  and  the  community  path, 
connections  between  the  development  and  these  transportation  nodes  run  past  an 
existing  parking  lot.  This  parking  lot  is  uninviting  to  pedestrians,  particularly  at  night. 
Please  ask  the  developer  to  specify  how  they  will  improve  this  connection. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  10.5. 

Comment  19.6 

pedestrian  connection  exists  from  the  end  of  Foley  Street  under  1-93  to  near  the  Stop 
&  Shop  at  Mystic  Avenue  and  McGrath  Highway.  This  connection  is  heavily  used  by 
residents  of  the  area  south  of  the  Stop  &  Shop  and  badly  needs  lighting  and  other 
improvements.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  improve  this  connection. 

Response 

The  site  has  been  designed  to  strengthen  pedestrian  connections  to  the  MBTA 
Orange  Line  station.  Continuity  in  the  street  section  design  along  Foley  Street,  which 
includes  street  trees,  lighting  and  other  design  elements,  has  been  emphasized  to 
further  provide  a  consistent  pedestrian  experience  between  the  proposed  master 
plan,  Assembly  Row  and  the  East  Somerville  neighborhood. 

Comment  19.7 

The  phase  4  residential  development  at  block  25  is  far  too  close  to  1-93. 
Epidemiological  studies,  including  the  recent  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway 
Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  Study,  show  that  living  near  major  expressways  is 
associated  with  increased  risk  of  asthma  in  children  and  heart  disease  in  adults.  Please 
ask  the  developer  to  specify  an  alternative  use  for  this  site,  such  as  making  this 
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development  a  mixed  office-and-retail  development  and  moving  some  of  the 
residences  to  a  building  farther  from  1-93. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  19.8 

The  hotel  at  block  21  is  oriented  with  the  U-shaped  courtyard  toward  the  northwest. 

As  a  result,  the  courtyard  is  likely  to  be  shadowed  most  of  the  time.  Please  ask  the 
developer  to  Improve  the  shadowing  of  this  area,  for  example  by  reorienting  it  so  that 
the  U  opens  toward  the  south  (toward  block  24).  In  this  orientation,  the  space  within 
the  U-shaped  courtyard  will  be  less  often  shadowed,  and  the  courtyard  can  be 
integrated  with  the  central  green  space  between  blocks  22,  23,  and  24. 

Response 

The  proposed  master  plan  is  no  longer  organized  in  a  way  that  creates  this  issue. 

The  current  plan  locates  the  taller  buildings  on  Blocks  21+25  to  mitigate  the  shadow 
impacts  on  the  publicly  accessible  open  space.  A  complete  shadow  study  has  been 
submitted  to  the  City  of  Somerville  along  with  the  Planned  Unit  Development 
Preliminary  Master  Plan  submission. 
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Letter  20:  Ellin  Reisner 


Comment  20.1 

The  proposed  project  should  be  a  beneficial  improvement  to  the  Assembly  Square 
district.  I  will  support  the  proponent's  request  for  the  waiver  if  they  agree  to  provide 
real  community  benefits  for  East  Somerville  residents,  future  residents  at  the  proposed 
residential  building  to  be  constructed  and  for  guests  ad  employees  of  the  proposed 
hotel.  The  most  important  community  benefit  is  improvement  of  the  Kensington 
Underpass  (under  1-93),  for  pedestrian  and  bicycle  passage  from  East  Somerville  (Stop 
and  Shop)  to  and  from  Assembly  Square  Development  and  the  Orange  Line  MBTA 
station.  The  Underpass  is  blighted.  It  is  dirty,  poorly  lit,  and  smelly.  The  current 
condition  is  unattractive  and  is  a  dangerous  environment  because  of  these  conditions. 
Renovation  of  the  Underpass  will  provide  safer  and  more  attractive  access  between 
these  areas.  The  developer  should  work  with  the  community  to  carry  out  these 
improvements  and  should  agree  to  maintain  the  improved  conditions  of  the 
underpass. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  20.2 

Another  community  benefit  for  this  project  would  be  providing  wayfinding  signage  at 
the  underpass  and  at  Lombardi  Way.  I  would  also  recommend  that  the  developer 
agree  to  support  maintenance  of  both  of  these  access  points  to  and  from  the  Assembly 
district. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  20.3 

Another  condition  of  agreeing  to  the  waiver  is  to  require  the  developer  to  design  and 
construct  the  residential  building  and  hotel  with  the  best  possible  air  filtration  systems 
to  reduce  exposure  to  excessive  mobile  pollution  from  1-93  traffic  by  working  with 
community  residents,  the  City  of  Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment  of 
Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research  team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 
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Letter  21:  Maureen  Barillaro 


Comment  21.1 

Now  that  part  of  Assembly  Row  is  in  place  it  is  actually  very  distressing  to  see  how 
many  thousands  of  cars  are  there.  There  is  NO  pedestrian  only  roads  or  walkways.  We 
need  to  seriously  limit  the  amount  of  parking  and  cars  and  use  this  opportunity  to 
advocate  for  the  real  meaning  of  MIXED  USE!  This  does  not  just  include  buildings  and 
cars!  Pedestrians  and  plants  all  deserve  to  be  a  part  of  a  mixed  use  development. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  development  program  and  associated  Project 
Site  design  have  changed  considerably.  The  resulting  mixed-use  development  is 
being  constructed  in  a  true  multi-modal,  pedestrian-friendly  environment  located 
only  1,000  feet  from  the  MBTA  Orange  Line  Assembly  Square  Station.  The 
supporting  transportation  analysis  is  provided  in  Chapter  3,  Transportation. 

Comment  21.2 

It's  time  for  Somerville  to  look  at  other  options  of  public  transportation  besides  the 
MBTA-  how  about  Bridj  or  PediCab ?  How  about  an  Assembly  Row  shuttle  from  other 
parts  of  Somerville?  Individual  car  trips  are  suffocating  our  residents!  This  is  why  we  so 
desperately  need  green  space.  Grass  and  trees  and  parks  and  plants  make  any 
development  more  enticing  and  attractive.  Maybe  because  we  have  never  made  green 
space  a  priority,  people  don't  have  any  examples  to  look  at  as  a  success,  but  we  can't 
continue  to  build  upon  every  square  foot  of  space  without  considering  the  health 
benefits  of  adding  green  space  and  the  health  implications  when  we  don't,  air  quality 
being  one  the  biggest  issues  we  face  in  this  city. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed 
under  the  direction  of  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to 
be  in  line  with  addressing  the  concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the 
overall  transportation  needs  of  this  area.  While  some  of  the  measures  outlined 
above  may  not  be  achievable  by  a  single  developer,  the  larger  TMA  entity  should  be 
able  to  maximize  the  transportation  amenities  that  can  be  provided. 

Comment  21.3 

The  negotiated  settlement  between  the  Mystic  Task  Force  and  Federal  Realty  and  Ikea, 
which  resulted  in  approximately  20%  of  the  land  area  of  that  development  being 
allocated  to  green  space  should  be  the  basis  for  the  development  ratios. 
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Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  21.4 

Residential  parcel  25  is  too  close  to  the  highway  and  in  order  to  mitigate  the  adverse 
effects  of  the  emissions,  the  housing  should  be  further  away  and  there  needs  to  be 
some  sort  of  barrier  between  1-93  and  the  buildings  in  order  to  filter/dissipate  the 
pollution. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  21.5 

The  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  -  with  the  T  station,  the  community  path,  and 
with  the  rest  of  Somerville  on  the  other  side  of  1-93  should  be  improved. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  pedestrian  accommodations  in  the  area  have 
been  improved,  with  further  enhancements  planned.  The  former  flashing  yellow 
signal  treatment  at  Mystic  Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington 
Avenue  connection  has  been  converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which 
vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for  pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is 
planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of  a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor. 
With  that  treatment,  accommodations  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the 
Kensington  Avenue  connection  will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former 
conditions  at  the  time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly 
Edge  development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be 
applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area.  Existing  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  accommodations  in  this  area  also  include  a  Route  28  underpass  along  Mystic 
River  just  north  of  Grand  Union  Boulevard.  This  provides  a  valuable  connection  to 
and  from  the  Ten  Hills  neighborhood  to  the  west  of  Route  28  without  having  to 
cross  at-grade  across  multiple  lanes  on  Route  28. 

Comment  21.6 

From  a  design  perspective,  the  plaza  should  be  more  than  an  intersection  of  streets. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Section  1.3.2  for  a  description  of  the  proposed  open  space.  The 
design  has  been  reimagined,  and  now  proposes  a  48,000-square  foot  central  open 
space. 
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Letter  22:  Sam  Engelstad 


Comment  22.1 

In  Somerville,  sidewalks,  roads,  and  parking  lots  are  counted  towards  open  space, 
which  Open  space  should,  in  our  opinion,  mean  permeable  space.  In  part  because  of 
this,  relatively  little  of  Somerville's  surface  area  is  permeable  Any  new  development 
must  therefore  provide  substantially  larger  amount  of  permeable  surface.  If  I  am  not 
wrong,  the  settlement  between  the  Mystic  Task  Force  and  Federal  Realty  and  Ikea 
resulted  in  some  20%  of  the  Assembly  Square  developments  being  allocated  to  green 
space,  and  that  this  settlement  should  form  the  basis  for  the  development  ratios. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  22.2 

The  proposed  development  estimates  18,000  auto  trips  per  day.  This  is  inconceivable: 
the  developers  should  also  be  compelled  to  participate  in  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  to  reduce  the  number  of  such  trips,  thus  maximizing  the  use 
of  the  public  transport  system  which  was  extended,  at  great  cost,  to  the  Assembly 
Square  area,  just  for  that  reason.  The  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  between  the 
rest  of  Somerville  and  the  Assembly  Square  area  is  also  wholly  inadequate.  Has 
anyone  in  your  office  actually  tried  to  use  the  existing  access  across  1-93? 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed 
under  the  direction  of  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to 
be  in  line  with  addressing  the  concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the 
overall  transportation  needs  of  this  area. 

Independent  of  the  Project,  additional  pedestrian  improvements  have  been 
implemented  in  this  area.  Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  former  flashing 
yellow  signal  treatment  at  Mystic  Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the 
Kensington  Avenue  connection  has  been  converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment 
under  which  vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for  pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK 
treatment  also  is  planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of  a  utility  improvement  project 
along  that  corridor.  With  that  treatment,  accommodations  for  pedestrians  and 
bicyclists  using  the  Kensington  Avenue  connection  will  be  improved  considerably 
compared  to  former  conditions  at  the  time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for 
the  nearby  Assembly  Edge  development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City 
which  possibly  could  be  applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 
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Since  the  prior  study  was  prepared,  MassDOT  also  has  undertaken  a  project 
studying  the  Route  1-93/Route  28/Mystic  Avenue  interchange.  This  was  done 
following  recent  roadway  safety  audits  at  this  location.  The  planned  improvements 
still  are  at  a  preliminary  design  stage,  but  are  expected  to  focus  primarily  on 
pedestrian  and  bicycle  enhancements. 

Comment  22.3 

We  also  find  that  the  Residential  parcel  is  too  close  to  1-93,  with  no  berms  or  barriers 
to  protect  the  building  from  the  traffic  noise,  and  auto  effluence,  which  is  already  too 
high. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10 
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Letter  23:  Renee  Scott 


Comment  23.1 

Please  help  Somerville  to  make  a  small  change  for  the  better  with  this  project.  We 
need  more  green  space,  more  permeable  surfaces.  And,  as  studies  have  shown,  green 
space  actually  increases  the  value  of  a  development. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Response  to  Comment  10.4. 
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Letter  24:  Tori  Antonino 


Comment  24.1 

The  development  is  9.4  acres,  8.38  of  that  is  impermeable.  That  means  to  adhere  to 
Somerville's  municipal  code  Section  11-165  which  states  that  no  surface  water  (roof 
water  or  paved  surfaces)  will  enter  the  sewer  either  directly  or  indirectly,  all  of  that 
water  will  need  to  be  processed  on  site. 

I  don't  believe  the  development  has  considered  this  because  they  say  that  their  'Project 
will  connect  to  the  existing  storm  drainage  system  in  Foley  Street,  which  is  tributary  to 
the  storm  drain  system  that  eventually  outlets  to  the  Mystic  River.' 

This  appears  in  5.5.2  STORMWATER  STANDARDS 

Since  their  site  is  90%  impermeable  they  will  need  to  be  very  creative  in  not 
connecting  storm  water  runoff  into  the  sewer  system. 

Having  increased  pervious  surfaces  (50%)  by  using  permeable  pavers,  increasing  green 
space  and  by  using  LID  like  bioswales,  rain  gardens,  and  stormwater  to  street  tree 
designs  will  help  them  be  able  to  comply  with  the  law. 

This  issue  needs  to  be  addressed  before  a  waiver  is  granted. 

Response 

The  Project  does  not  propose  to  connect  any  drainage  infrastructure  into  the  existing 
sanitary  sewer  lines.  The  Project  proposes  multiple  LID  and  BMPs  to  treat  and  control 
stormwater  runoff.  The  Project  also  decreases  the  amount  of  impervious  areas. 

Comment  24.2 

The  current  vehicle  trips  per  day  to  this  space  is  2,631.  With  the  new  development  that 
number  jumps  to  18,535.  This  is  a  significant  increase. 

Just  as  important  as  the  green  house  gas  emissions  is  the  amount  of  pollutants  and 
black  carbon  that  increased  traffic  causes. 

There  is  a  direct  link  to  health  cardiovascular  diseases,  asthma,  diabetes  and  cancers 
to  air  pollution. 

I  am  hoping  that  with  other  developers  in  Assembly  and  with  the  developers  of  Wynn 
casino,  that  they  will  work  on  building  a  barrier  on  either  side  of  93  to  capture 
pollutants. 

Maybe  it  is  a  concrete  structure,  maybe  it  is  an  air  filtration  system,  maybe  it  is  a 
vegetative  wall  or  screen  that  captures  pollutants,  but  the  issue  of  ever  increasing  air 
pollution  that  development  creates  needs  to  be  addressed.  The  health  of  Somerville 
residents  needs  to  be  a  priority. 

Response  to  Comments 
9-89 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


I  would  also  encourage  the  developers  to  build  vegetative  walls  and  to  use  ivy  on  the 
sides  of  their  buildings  especially  the  sides  that  face  the  highway  to  capture  pollution. 

Response  < 

Independent  of  the  Project,  potential  highway  barriers  for  noise  and/or  pollution  are 
current  being  studied  by  others. 

Comment  24.3 

Somerville  lacks  green  space.  Green  space  improves  the  mental  and  physical  health  of 
a  population.  Given  that  there  is  90%  impermeability  means  there  is  very  little  green 
space.  For  carbon  sequestration,  pollutant  filtration,  oxygenation,  habitat  creation  and 
beauty  we  need  green  space.  For  our  hearts  and  minds  and  for  the  needs  of  all  the 
creatures  in  Somerville  we  need  green  space. 

I  am  pushing  for  30%  green  space  with  roofs  and  horizontal  features  counted  as  well, 
but  to  a  lesser  extent. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  24.4 

The  Public  Realm  describes  10%  of  Open  Space  will  be  for  the  public.  This  will  include 
sidewalks  and  pedestrian  connection. 

What  Somerville  needs  is  meaningful  Civic  Green  Space!  Not  hot  impermeable 
hardscaped  open  space. 

We  need  larger  parks,  quiet  spaces  and  green  connectivity.  Not  mini  pocket  parks  with 
a  bench  and  some  bunch  grasses. 

This  development  needs  to  provide  30%  civic  space  2/3s  of  which  must  be  green  in 
order  to  counteract  the  impact  this  development  will  have  on  air  and  water  pollution, 
carbon  emissions  and  the  prevention  of  water  getting  into  the  ground. 

More  than  anything  else,  for  the  health  and  inclusion  of  all  the  denizens  Somerville 
needs  green  space! 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  24.5 

The  Mystic  is  a  water  source  that  we  are  trying  to  be  better  stewards  of. 

The  ADES  development  does  not  think  it  will  affect  the  Mystic  as  it  said  that  it  is  not 
near  the  river  in  their  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form. 
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I  don't  understand  this.  It  seems  to  me  that  any  site  in  Assembly  is  near  the  Mystic. 

When  asked  if  there  is  environmental  concern  or  rare  species  concern  the  Ades 
developers  said  no.  I  believe  that  all  developments  near  the  Mystic  River  pose 
environmental  concerns.  Especially  if  stormwater  goes  unfiltered  into  the  Mystic  as  the 
development  intends. 

It  is  unacceptable  that  MEPA  would  grant  them  a  waiver  if  the  answers  this  developer 
provides  are  untruthful. 

Who  did  the  Ades  developers  ask  as  to  any  potential  rare  species  on  the  Mystic?  I've 
seen  hawks,  coyotes,  rabbits,  herring  and  cranes.  Are  none  of  the  species  rare?  Will 
MEPA  ask  this  to  be  looked  into?  The  eastern  cottontail  is  an  endangered  species. 
What  are  the  kind  that  we  see  hopping  along  the  Mystic?  Will  this  development  be 
providing  safe  habitat  for  them? 

The  ADES  development  is  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  concern  and  a  waiver  should  not  be 
granted  until  all  of  these  issues  are  investigated. 

Response 

Under  new  ownership,  the  Project  is  no  longer  seeking  a  waiver  from  any 
environmental  review.  While  there  is  no  mapped  habitat  for  endangered  species 
within  the  Project  Site,  through  improvements  to  stormwater  management,  the 
Project  will  improve  the  quality  of  water  discharged  to  the  Mystic  River,  and  in  turn, 
will  support  health  and  viability  of  the  watershed  as  habitat. 
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Letter  25:  Fred  Berman 


Comment  25.1 

As  a  member  of  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force  that  helped  to  negotiate  the  Assembly 
Square  settlement  with  Federal  Realty  and  Ikea,  I  know  how  important  it  is  to 
minimize  the  additional  car  traffic  generated  by  development  there,  and  I  urge  you  to 
require  Ades  or  its  successor  property  owners  to  fully  participate  in  the  Transportation 
Management  Authority  that  Is  required  under  the  Assembly  Square  settlement  when  it 
gets  up  and  running,  so  that  we  can  avoid  clogging  the  highways  and  urban  streets 
with  an  additional  18,000+  cars. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed 
under  the  direction  of  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to 
be  in  line  with  addressing  the  concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the 
overall  transportation  needs  of  this  area. 

Comment  25.2 

Parcel  25  is  extremely  close  to  the  highway,  and  that  is  a  bad  place  for  housing,  given 
what  we  know  about  the  toxic  affect  of  auto  pollution,  and  especially  the  ultra  fine 
particles  that  most  densely  occur  within  100-200  meters  of  the  highway.  Please 
require  the  developer  to  locate  the  housing  beyond  that  200  meter  limit. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  25.3 

The  proposed  development  includes  extremely  little  green  space,  and  not  enough  open 
space,  and  needs  to  find  a  way  to  increase  both.  The  developer  may  counts  sidewalks, 
traffic  intersections,  parking  lots  as  " open  space",  but  those  are  not  enough  to  make 
for  an  appropriate  mix.  We  are  not  interested  in  seeing  the  developer  reduce  any  of  its 
proposed  square  footage;  instead,  we  suggest  building  a  little  higher,  and  perhaps 
acquiring/improving  some  of  the  currently  unusable  open  space/greenspace  in  the 
Assembly  Square  district,  so  as  to  improve  the  overall  ratio  of  greenspace  and  open 
space  for  the  development. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 
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Comment  25.4 

At  the  same  time,  given  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  development  to  the  Mystic 
River,  we  think  it  is  essential  that  the  developer  replace  a  significant  percentage  of  the 
impervious  surfaces  with  permeable  surfaces,  so  as  to  avoid  exacerbating  runoff  issues. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Response  to  Comment  10.4. 

Comment  25.5 

If  this  development  is  to  be  truly  transit  and  pedestrian  and  bike  friendly,  it  needs 
stronger  connections  to  the  Orange  Line  T  stop  and  the  Community  Path,  additional 
bike  parking,  and  stronger  connections  with  the  rest  of  East  Somerville  via  a  Foley 
Street  extension  under  1-93  (that  should  be  appropriately  lit  and  landscaped  for  safety 
and  aesthetics  and  usability. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  overall  development  program  and  Project  Site 
layout  have  changed  significantly,  with  a  much  more  pedestrian-friendly 
environment  now  being  provided.  The  Project  Site  is  only  1,000  feet  with  signalized 
crossings  and  ample  sidewalks  being  provided  between  the  Site  and  the  MBTA 
Orange  Line  Assembly  Square  Station. 

Pedestrian  accommodations  in  the  area  have  been  improved,  with  further 
enhancements  planned.  The  former  flashing  yellow  signal  treatment  at  Mystic 
Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington  Avenue  connection  has  been 
converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which  vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for 
pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is  planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of 
a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor.  With  that  treatment, 
accommodations  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the  Kensington  Avenue 
connection  will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former  conditions  at  the 
time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly  Edge 
development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be 
applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 


Response  to  Comments 
9-94 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Letter  26:  Barbara  Steiner 


Comment  26.1 

Residences  in  Parcel  25  are  slated  to  be  built  100-200  meters  of  Rte.  93.  Given  the 
environmental  and  respiratory  health  impacts  of  auto  air  pollution,  especially  ultrafine 
particulates,  no  residences  should  be  built  this  close  to  a  highway. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 

Comment  26.2 

There  is  almost  no  green  space.  While  I  don't  have  a  problem  with  the  amount  of 
square  footage  he  hopes  to  build,  I  do  have  a  problem  with  sprawl.  We've  worked  hard 
to  increase  the  amount  of  green  space  that  goes  along  with  new  development  in 
Somerville,  and  this  developer  should  not  be  exempt  from  that.  He  should  be  required 
to  meet  the  same  standard  that  FRIT  did  with  their  development:  20-30%  of  his 
acreage  should  be  dedicated  to  green  space.  To  do  this,  he  could  increase  his  building 
heights  slightly,  and/or  acquire  and  transform  unused  and  un-improved  space  already 
in  the  area.  By  no  means  should  he  be  relieved  of  this  responsibility. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  26.3 

There  is  way,  way  too  much  impermeable  surface  in  his  plans.  The  run-off  from  this  is 
detrimental  to  the  health  of  the  Mystic  River,  which  many  are  trying  to  improve.  It  is 
also  environmentally  irresponsible  to  pave  this  much  land  when  it's  not  necessary.  I 
strongly  urge  that  he  be  required  to  reduce  a  significant  amount  of  impermeable 
surfaces.  There  are  community  members  who  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the 
developer  to  help. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  Response  to  Comment  10.4. 

Comment  26.4 

Transportation  issues  also  need  to  be  addressed.  Traffic  in  the  area  is  already  high  and 
this  project  will  significantly  add  to  it,  to  the  tune  of  18,000  trips  per  day.  This  will  have 
an  enormous  health  impact  on  abutting  neighborhoods  and  the  area  as  a  whole.  To 
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reduce  congestion  and  air  pollution,  the  developer  should  include  better  links  to  the 
Orange  Line  and  the  Community  Path,  parking  for  bicycles,  and  well-lit  and 
landscaped  pedestrian  connections,  especially  with  the  part  of  East  Somerville  on  the 
other  side  of  Rte.  93.  The  more  pedestrian-  and  bike- friendly,  the  better  it  will  be  for 
commuters,  residences,  and  the  region  as  a  whole. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed 
under  the  direction  of  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  goals  of  the  TMA  are  expected  to 
be  in  line  with  addressing  the  concerns  outlined  above,  and  will  help  to  address  the 
overall  transportation  needs  of  this  area. 

Also,  since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  overall  development  program  and 
Project  Site  layout  have  changed  significantly,  with  a  much  more  pedestrian-friendly 
environment  now  being  provided.  In  total,  224  secured  internal  bicycle  parking 
spaces  will  be  provided  in  addition  to  external  bike  racks  within  50  feet  of  all  primary 
building  entrances.  The  Project  Site  also  is  only  1,000  feet  with  signalized  crossings 
and  ample  sidewalks  being  provided  between  the  Site  and  the  MBTA  Orange  Line 
Assembly  Square  Station. 

Pedestrian  accommodations  in  the  area  have  been  improved,  with  further 
enhancements  planned.  The  former  flashing  yellow  signal  treatment  at  Mystic 
Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington  Avenue  connection  has  been 
converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which  vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for 
pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is  planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of 
a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor.  With  that  treatment, 
accommodations  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the  Kensington  Avenue 
connection  will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former  conditions  at  the 
time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly  Edge 
development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be 
applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 

Comment  26.5 

To  further  support  integrated  traffic  management,  the  developer  (or  anyone  who  in 
future  may  own  any  of  the  properties)  must  participate  fully  in  the  Transportation 
Management  Authority  (currently  mandated  in  the  Assembly  Square  settlement)  as 
soon  as  it  begins  operating. 

Response 

As  noted  above,  the  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the 
Assembly  Square  TMA. 


Response  to  Comments 
9-96 


XMBLY 


Draft  EIR 


Letter  27:  William  Shelton 


Comment  27.1 

Our  neighboring  municipalities  of  Boston,  Brookline,  and  Cambridge  require  between 
thirty  and  fifty  percent  of  surface  area  in  developments  of  this  scale  to  be  green  space 
or  usable  open  space.  This  should  be  the  standard  applied  here.  If  the  proponent 
cannot  accommodate  this  standard  on  the  proposed  site,  then  he  should  be  given  the 
option,  but  required,  to  meet  it  by  creating  new  green  space  elsewhere  in  the  Assembly 
Square  district. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  9.1 

Comment  27.2 

Another  concern  is  that  the  proponent  proposes  to  site  a  large  residential  building 
(Parcel  25)  close  to  1-93.  Thousands  of  peer-reviewed  studies  have  established  that 
particles  2.5  microns  or  smaller  are  far  deadlier  than  criteria  pollutants,  and  that 
humans  living  within  500  feet  of  a  busy  roadway  are  vulnerable  to  them. 

Thanks  to  a  series  of  Tufts  University  studies,  we  also  know  that  this  is  the  best 
explanation  for  why  Somerville,  a  city  with  no  point  sources  of  pollution  and  a  below - 
average  smoking  rate,  in  most  years  has  the  highest  excess  lung  cancer  and 
cardiovascular  excess  death  rate  per  square  mile  in  Massachusetts. 

The  first  of  these  studies  was  funded  by  a  $50,000  grant  from  FRIT  as  part  of  a 
package  of  benefits  that  it  provided.  If  the  Michael  Ades  organization  is  offering  any 
benefits,  they  seem  to  escape  detection  within  the  ENF.  But  regional  air  quality  would 
benefit  from  requiring  them  to  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  extending  the 
community  bicycle  and  pedestrian  path  extension  that  has  been  curtailed  by  the  MBTA 
and  DoT. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 
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Letter  28:  Anne  Tate 


Comment  28.1 

First,  in  my  opinion,  the  street  layout  misses  the  mark.  I'm  not  sure  this  is  standard 
evaluation  criteria  for  the  EEA,  but  I  think  it  should  be.  How  each  development  fits  in 
with  the  neighboring  urban  fabric  is  critical  to  the  success  of  the  whole  community,  to 
how  the  circulation  functions,  how  the  identity  of  the  place  is  understood  and  whether 
it  becomes  a  coherent  district  instead  of  a  set  of  poorly  connected  parcels.  It  also  has 
an  impact  on  how  people  move  through  the  district  and  how  easily  they  perceive  and 
utilize  transit  opportunities.  There  are  parcels  surrounding  this  project  with  evolving 
street  patterns  that  are  ignored  by  this  proposal.  The  project  just  narrowly  misses 
lining  up  with  existing  streets  and  streets  implied  by  the  existing  buildings  and  parking 
grids  to  either  side.  Why  does  this  matter ?  Because  a  continuous  street  running  in 
front  of  the  existing  mall,  through  the  Ades  project  and  across  into  the  Home  Depot 
site  creates  connected  urban  tissue  where  there  is  now  just  parking  lots.  The  proposed 
plan  maintains  the  disjunctures,  makes  bad  intersections  and  fails  to  create  a  seamless 
sense  of  walkable  streets,  similarly,  the  walk  from  the  into  the  new  development  is 
broken  and  the  sight  lines  do  not  allow  a  view  to  or  from  the  T-  a  most  critical  visual 
connection!  We  discussed  these  concerns  in  a  meeting  with  the  developer,  much 
earlier  in  the  process. 

In  addition  the  Foley  Street  connection  under  the  highway  needs  substantial 
improvement  and  the  developers  should  contribute  to  or  take  on  that  improvement,  so 
that  Somerville  neighborhoods  connect  through  the  development  to  the  T. 

Response 

Since  the  preparation  of  the  EENF,  the  overall  development  program  and  Project  Site 
layout  have  changed  significantly.  The  currently  proposed  Project  addresses  the 
concerns  noted  above,  and  creates  a  much  more  pedestrian-friendly  environment. 
The  Project  Site  also  is  only  1,000  feet  with  signalized  crossings  and  ample  sidewalks 
being  provided  between  the  Site  and  the  MBTA  Orange  Line  Assembly  Square 
Station,  resulting  in  a  true  multi-modal  environment.  While  the  long-term  plans  for 
the  adjacent  Home  Depot  site  are  unknown,  the  currently  proposed  Road  K  aligns 
with  the  K-Mart  driveway  to  the  north,  and  the  Home  Depot  driveway  to  the  south. 
This  layout  will  allow  for  the  longer-term  vision  of  the  street  network  suggested 
above. 

Pedestrian  accommodations  in  the  area  have  been  improved,  with  further 
enhancements  planned.  The  former  flashing  yellow  signal  treatment  at  Mystic 
Avenue's  southbound  intersection  with  the  Kensington  Avenue  connection  has  been 
converted  to  a  "HAWK"  signal  treatment  under  which  vehicular  traffic  is  stopped  for 
pedestrian  traffic.  A  similar  HAWK  treatment  also  is  planned  to  be  installed  as  part  of 
a  utility  improvement  project  along  that  corridor.  With  that  treatment, 
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accommodations  for  pedestrians  and  bicyclists  using  the  Kensington  Avenue 
connection  will  be  improved  considerably  compared  to  former  conditions  at  the 
time  of  the  EENF.  The  mitigation  package  for  the  nearby  Assembly  Edge 
development  also  included  providing  funds  to  the  City  which  possibly  could  be 
applied  towards  improving  conditions  further  in  this  area. 

Comment  28.2 

Similarly  critical  is  the  allotment  of  public  space  and  green  space.  All  across  Somerville 
we  are  battling  to  assure  an  adequate  increase  in  the  permeable  open  land  and 
planted  green  spaces  that  the  city  needs  for  reasons  including  public  health, 
environment,  and  storm  water  management.  This  project  is  NOT  ADEQUATE  in  its 
open  space  contribution.  We  believe  a  new  norm  of  30%  is  needed  and  feasible  for  the 
city's  new  developments.  5  to  10%  is  not  sufficient.  This  project  should  not  be  allowed 
to  go  forward  without  making  a  substantial  contribution  to  rectifying  this  deficit,  either 
on  site  or  in  a  contribution  to  open  space  elsewhere.  This  area  has  a  history  of  being 
entirely  paved  and  that  needs  to  be  rebalanced  to  protect  the  area  from  flooding  and 
the  Mystic  River  from  run  off. 

Response 

Refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 5.1 

Comment  28.3 

The  project  references  its  environmental  bonafides  -  including  that  buildings  will 
address  LEED  standards  -  in  some  unspecified  way.  There  is  no  reason  the  project 
should  not  make  a  commitment  to  a  specific  LEED  standard  -  the  higher  the  better. 
Gold  if  not  platinum.  Meeting  existing  codes  is  hardly  aspirational. 

Response 

The  Applicant  and  the  Project  design  team  are  committed  to  an  integrated, 
sustainable  design  approach.  Refer  to  Appendix  D  for  updated  LEED  scorecards.  As 
the  Project  design  advances,  the  Project  team  will  explore  sustainable  design 
strategies  that  will  maximize  the  conservation  of  energy,  water  and  other  resources, 
will  consider  strategies  to  utilize  recycled  building  materials,  improve  indoor  air 
quality  and  occupant  well-being,  in  addition  to  other  innovative  design  and 
operational  strategies. 

Comment  28.4 

I  find  the  analysis  that  local  intersections  are  not  dangerous  or  overburdened  to  be 
unbelievable.  Breaking  up  complex  intersections  into  smaller  ones  to  reduce  the  traffic 
incident  count  should  be  carefully  scrutinized.  The  proposal  claims  to  be  endorsing  the 
TDM  strategy  required  in  the  settlement  between  Mystic  View  and  Federal  Realty  but 
the  only  evidence  of  that  I  could  find  was  the  proposal  to  provide  priority  parking 
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spaces  to  car  pools.  That  is  weak  and  inadequate.  We  discussed  effective  strategies 
such  as  providing  employees  with  T  passes,  charging  for  parking,  indoor  bike  parking 
and  showers  and  various  employee  incentive  programs. 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed. 
Also,  the  Mobility  Management  Plan  (MMP)  contained  in  Appendix  C  formally 
documents  additional  measures  intended  to  reduce  single-occupant  automobile 
travel  to  and  from  the  Site. 

Comment  28.5 

It  is  imperative,  given  the  current  data  that  developments  within  300  feet  of  the 
highway  not  include  residential  space,  unless  extreme  air  quality  mitigation  is 
included.  To  quote  the  response  from  David  Dahlbacka:  The  phase  4  residential 
development  at  block  25  is  far  too  close  to  1-93.  Epidemiological  studies,  including  the 
recent  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  Study,  show 
that  living  near  major  expressways  is  associated  with  increased  risk  of  asthma  in 
children  and  heart  disease  in  adults.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  specify  an  alternative 
use  for  this  site,  such  as  making  this  development  a  mixed  office-and-retail 
development  and  moving  some  of  the  residences  to  a  building  farther  from  1-93. 

Response 

Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  C.10. 
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Letter  29:  Lee  Erica  Palmer 


Comment  29.1 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  development  at  5  Middlesex  Ave.  in 
Somerville,  with  the  following  exception:  the  development  has  a  pathetic  amount  of 
green  space.  I  am  writing  to  request  that  you  do  not  allow  the  developer  to  delay  the 
environmental  review  on  the  first  parcels  but  instead  require  them  to  increase  the 
green  space  percentage  to  at  least  30%.  Green  space  improves  environmental  quality 
as  well  as  makes  for  a  nice  place  to  live  and  work.  And,  it  can  help  with  Somerville's 
storm  water  problems.  There  are  too  many  impermeable  surfaces  already  in 
Somerville.  We  need  to  grab  this  opportunity  to  increase  our  green  space  and 
permeability. 

Response 

Thank  you  for  your  support.  Please  refer  to  response  to  Comment  1 5.1  regarding  the 
design  intent  of  the  proposed  open  space. 
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Letter  30:  Lynn  McWhood 


Comment  30.1 

There  is  another  major  connection  route  to  East  Somerville  that  is  in  need  of  major 
improvement:  the  pedestrian  travel  line  from  Kensington  Ave.  and  the  Stop  &  Shop  to 
Foley  Street  and  the  Orange  Line  stop  in  Assembly  Square.  The  self-storage  building 
on  Middlesex  A  venue  paid  for  the  creation  of  green  space  and  a  path  from  Mystic 
Avenue  to  Middlesex  Avenue;  there  remains  a  need  to  make  the  rest  of  the  route  under 
the  highway  to  Kensington  Ave.  safe  and  inviting.  It  would  make  sense  to  require  the 
Ades  development,  bordering  on  Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Ave.,  to  take  on  this 
improvement. 

Response 

Refer  to  Response  to  Comment  C.24. 

Comment  30.2 

The  Ades  project  has  an  irregular  street  plan  that  does  not  seem  to  integrate 
functionally  with  the  rest  of  the  Assembly  Square  street  plan.  The  project  has  an  odd 
assortment  of  minimally  usable  open  spaces  that  include  spaces  that  look  like  they  will 
be  drowned  in  shadows,  places  sited  on  inaccessible  roofs,  and  places  perched  on  the 
edges  of  an  intersection.  Furthermore,  the  Ades  plan  does  not  take  advantage  of  the 
possibilities  for  integrating  permeable  surfaces  into  road,  sidewalk  and  open  space 
design.  There  is  definitely  a  need  for  serious  redesign  with  public  participation. 

Response 

The  Project  has  been  substantially  redesigned  since  the  filing  of  the  EENF.  Refer  to 
Sections  1.3  and  1,4  for  a  summary  of  proposed  conditions  as  well  as  Project 
refinements  since  the  EENF  filing. 

Comment  30.3 

Since  one  side  of  this  development  fronts  on  Foley  Street,  Ades  should  be  asked-to  take 
a  leadership  role  in  working  to  bring  the  road  up  to  standards,  and  to  use  high  quality 
urban  design  in  its  fronting  sidewalk.  Furthermore,  the  sidewalk  fronting  the  existing 
Ades  office  building  on  Middlesex  A  venue  is  dangerous  and  in  violation  of  ADA 
standards;  Ades  should  be  required  to  work  with  the  state  to  redesign  and  rebuild  this 
section  of  Middlesex  Ave. 

Response 
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The  Middlesex  Avenue  roadway  improvements  noted  under  the  response  to 
Comment  C.20  are  being  advanced  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including  the  need  to 
provide  adequate  sight  lines  looking  to  and  from  this  driveway.  The  design  also 
addresses  the  current  deficient  condition  of  the  narrow  sidewalk  along  the  edge  of 
Middlesex  Avenue  in  this  area.  By  shifting  the  roadway  as  shown,  wider  sidewalks 
separated  from  the  roadway  by  a  landscape  strip  can  be  provided,  along  with  other 
surrounding  open  space  ameneties.  As  summarized  in  the  response  to  Comment 
C.21,  the  newly  proposed  internal  roadway  network  has  been  designed  to  promote  a 
multi-modal  environment. 

Comment  30.4 

The  settlement  agreement  between  FRIT  and  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force  requires  FRIT 
to  establish  a  Transportation  Management  Association.  That  has  not  yet  taken  place. 
With  the  ramping  up  of  the  Partners  facility,  the  need  for  a  TMA  is  becoming  ever 
more  urgent.  Ades  is  proposing  to  add  a  total  of  21, 1  66  vehicle  trips  per  day,  on  a  par 
with  the  number  of  trips  expected  to  be  added  by  the  new  Wynn  casino.  Ades  must 
play  an  active  role  in  the  TMA  when  it  is  established,  or  there  simply  will  not  be 
capacity  for  all  of  the  projected  development.  One  possible  piece  of  a  solution  could 
include  subsidies  from  Assembly  Square  businesses  to  support  improvements  to  public 
bus  service  between  Assembly  Square  and  the  rest  of  Somerville.  There  is  currently 
only  one  bus  route  that  connects  the  interior  of  Assembly  Square  to  central  Somerville 
(route  90),  and  it  runs  shortened  days  (service  stops  around  10  p.m.  on  weekdays  and 
Saturdays,  and  around  6:00  p.m.  on  Sundays)  on  an  infrequent  schedule  (every  40  to 
65  minutes  on  weekdays  and  every  70  minutes  on  weekends). 

Response 

The  Proponent  is  committed  to  being  an  active  member  of  the  Assembly  Square 
Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  which  currently  is  being  formed.  The 
planned  activities  of  this  TMA  will  focus  on  a  variety  of  areas,  and  will  be  the  most 
appropriate  means  of  achieving  the  transit  improvements  suggested.  While  the 
proposed  Project,  its  development  program,  and  resulting  traffic  generation  all  have 
changed  since  the  EENF,  the  need  for  this  Project's  involvement  in  the  TMA  remains 
unchanged.  The  Mobility  Management  Plan  (MMP)  contained  in  Appendix  C 
formally  also  documents  additional  measures  intended  to  reduce  single-occupant 
automobile  travel  to  and  from  the  Site. 
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Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Secretary  Matthew  A.  Beaton 
Executive  Office  of  Energy  and 
Environmental  Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 
Boston,  MA  021 14 

DEP/Northeast  Regional  Office 
Attn:  John  D.  Viola 
205B  Lowell  Street 
Wilmington,  MA  01887 

Massachusetts  Department  of 
Transportation 

Public/Private  Development  Unit 
ATTN:  Lionel  Lucien 
10  Park  Plaza,  Suite  4150 
Boston,  MA  02116 


Massachusetts  Dept,  of  Energy  Resources 
Attn:  Paul  F.  Ormond 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  1020 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
Attn:  Marc  D.  Draisen 
60  Temple  Place,  6th  Floor 
Boston,  MA  021 1 1 

Massachusetts  Water  Resource  Authority 
Attn:  MEPA  Coordinator 
Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
100  First  Avenue,  Building  39 
Boston,  MA  02129 


City  of  Somerville 

Somerville  Transportation  8i 

Infrastructure  Department  Somerville  Conservation  Commission 

93  Highland  Avenue  Attn:  Mathias  Neuber 

Somerville,  MA  02134  93  Highland  Avenue 

Somerville,  MA  02134 

Somerville  Office  of  Strategic  Planning 
and  Community  Development 
Attn:  Sarah  Lewis 

City  of  Somerville  -  City  Hall,  93  Highland 
Avenue,  Somerville,  MA  02143 
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Other  Interested  Parties 

Somerville  Catholic  Collaborative 
Patronage  of  St.  Joseph 
Attn:  Fr.  Richard  G.  Curran 
264  Washington  Street  -  Union  Square 
Somerville,  MA  02143-3313 

East  Somerville  Main  Streets 
Attn:  Teresa  Vazquez-Dodero 

1 1 4  Broadway,  Suite  1 1 2 
Somerville,  MA  02145 

WalkBoston 
Attn:  Bob  Sloane 
45  School  Street 
Boston,  MA  02108 

Somerville  Public  Library 
79  Highland  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02143 

Somerville  Public  Library  -  East  Branch 

115  Broadway 
Somerville,  MA  02145 


Residents: 

Wig  Zamore 

Katjana  Ballantyne-  Ward  7  Alderman 

Matt  McLaughlin  -  Ward  7  Alderman 

Mark  J.  Lyons 

William  T.  Gage 

Anne  Tate 

Lee  Erica  Palmer 

Andrea  Ranger 

Gary  S.  Trujillo 

Jane  Bestor 

David  Dahlbacka 

Ellin  Reisner 

Maureen  Barrillaro 

Sam  Engelstad 

Renee  Scott 

Tori  Antonino 

Fred  Berman 

Barbara  Steiner 

William  Shelton 

Lynn  McWhood 
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Charles  D.  Baker 
GOVERNOR 

Karvn  E.  Polito 
LIEUTENANT  GOVERNOR 

Matthew  A.  Beaton 
SECRETARY 


‘The  Commonwealth  of  ‘Massachusetts 

(Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental JAff< airs 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 
(Boston,  1MJ4  02114 

Tel:  (617)  626-1000 
Fax: (617) 626-1181 
http://www.mass.gov/cnvir 


November  30,  2016 


CERTIFICATE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  ENERGY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

ON  THE 

EXPANDED  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOTIFICATION  FORM 


PROJECT  NAME 

PROJECT  MUNICIPALITY 
PROJECT  WATERSHED 
EEA  NUMBER 
PROJECT  PROPONENT 

DATE  NOTICED  IN  MONITOR 


:  The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  the  Residences  at 
Assembly 
:  Somerville 
:  Mystic 
:  15595 

:  Michael  M.  Ades,  Somerville  Office  Associates  Limited 
Partnership 
:  October  5,  2016 


Pursuant  to  the  Massachusetts  Environmental  Policy  Act  (G.  L.  c.  30,  ss.  61-621)  and 
Sections  1 1.03  and  11.11  of  the  MEPA  regulations  (301  CMR  1 1.00),  I  have  reviewed  the 
Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  and  hereby  determine  that  this  project 
requires  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  The  Proponent  should  submit  a  Draft  EIR 
(DEIR)  in  accordance  with  the  Scope  below. 


Project  Description 

As  described  in  the  EENF,  the  project  consists  of  an  approximately  1.9  million  square 
foot  (sf)  mixed-use  development  on  a  9.4  acre  site  in  Somerville.  The  overall  development  will 
include  approximately  86,000  sf  of  retail  space,  1,271,000  sf  of  office  and/or  biotech  office  and 
lab  space  (including  an  existing  office  building),  151,250  sf  of  hotel  space  (188  rooms),  and 
239,000  sf  of  residential  space  (219  total  units)  in  seven  buildings. 


EEA#  15595 
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The  project  will  be  constructed  in  four  phases  which  consist  of: 

•  Phase  1  (Block  21)  -  construction  of  a  five-story  1 88-room  hotel,  a  147  unit 
residential  building,  and  approximately  6,000  sf  of  retail  space  in  two  buildings. 
Both  buildings  will  be  served  by  233  surface  and  subsurface  parking  spaces; 

•  Phase  2  (Block  22)  -  construction  of  approximately  480,000-sf  of  Class  A  office 
and/or  biotech  office  and  lab  space  and  approximately  3 1 ,000  sf  of  retail  space. 
The  building  will  include  four  levels  of  parking  for  approximately  541  vehicles; 

•  Phase  3  (Block  23)  -  construction  of  approximately  596,000  sf  of  office  and 
innovation  space,  1 6,000  sf  of  retail  space  and  four  levels  of  parking  for 
approximately  735  vehicles;  and 

•  Phase  4  (Block  25)  -  construction  of  an  80,000-sf,  72-unit  apartment  building, 
16,000  sf  of  retail  space  and  a  100-space  capacity  garage. 

Project  Site 

The  project  site  located  at  5  Middlesex  Avenue.  It  has  been  developed  with  a  195,000-sf 
office  building,  675  parking  spaces,  internal  driveways,  and  landscaping.  It  previously  contained 
a  commercial  building  which  has  been  demolished.  The  property  is  bounded  by  Middlesex 
Avenue  and  Interstate  93  (1-93)  to  the  west;  the  Assembly  Row  shops  to  the  north;  Grand  Union 
Boulevard,  Partners  Health  Care  offices,  retail/restaurant  space,  parking  structures  and  the 
Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority’s  (MBTA)  Orange  Line  Assembly  Station  to  the 
east;  and  a  shopping  center  anchored  by  Home  Depot  to  the  south. 

Jurisdiction  and  Permitting 

The  project  is  undergoing  MEPA  review  and  is  subject  to  a  Mandatory  EIR  pursuant  to 
301  CMR 1 1 .03(6)(a)(6)  because  it  will  generate  3,000  or  more  average  daily  vehicle  trips  (adt) 
with  access  to  a  single  location.  The  project  will  require  a  Vehicular  Access  Permit  from  the 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation  (MassDOT).  The  project  is  subject  to  review  under 
the  May  2010  MEPA  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Policy  and  Protocol  (“the  GHG  Policy”). 

The  project  also  requires  a  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES) 
Construction  General  Permit  from  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA).  It  will  be 
subject  to  Site  Plan  Review  and  require  Special  Permit/Variance  approvals  from  the  City  of 
Somerville. 

Because  the  Proponent  is  not  seeking  Financial  Assistance  from  the  Commonwealth  for 
the  project,  MEPA  jurisdiction  extends  to  those  aspects  of  the  project  that  are  within  the  subject 
matter  of  required  or  potentially  required  State  Agency  Actions  and  that  may  cause  Damage  to 
the  Environment  as  defined  in  the  MEPA  regulations.  In  this  case  MEPA  jurisdiction  extends  to 
land,  stormwater,  transportation,  air  quality,  and  GHG  emissions. 


2 


EEA#  15595 


EENF  Certificate 


November  30, 2016 


Environmental  Impacts  and  Mitigation 

Potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  will  include  generation  of  approximately 
1 8,535  net  new  unadjusted  average  daily  vehicle  trips  (adt);  generation  of  an  additional  1 1 8,300 
gallons  per  day  (GPD)  of  wastewater  (for  a  project  total  of  162,765  GPD);  an  increase  in  water 
demand  of  131,444  GPD  (for  a  project  total  of  180,850  GPD);  and  an  addition  of  995  parking 
spaces  for  a  site  total  of  1,670.  Impervious  area  will  be  reduced  slightly  from  8.38  acres  to  8.15 
acres.  The  project  site  does  not  contain  any  filled  tidelands,  wetlands,  or  designated  rare  species 
habitat  The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Assembly  Square  Industrial  District  (SMV.I)  and 
includes  a  building  identified  as  the  First  National  Store  Warehouse  and  Office  (SMV.671). 
These  areas  are  listed  in  the  Inventory  of  Historic  and  Archaeological  Assets  of  the 
Commonwealth. 

The  EENF  proposed  measures  to  avoid,  minimize  and  mitigate  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  Phase  1  development.  No  specific  measures  were  presented  as  they  related  to  the 
full-build  development.  Mitigation  measures  include  signal  timing  adjustments  to  reduce  delays 
and  reflect  the  increase  in  volumes  and  changes  in  traffic  patterns  in  a  2023  Build  Scenario, 
implementation  of  a  Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM)  Plan,  installation  of  pedestrian 
signage  and  high-visibility  crosswalks,  and  installation  of  bicycle  racks.  The  EENF  also 
indicated  that  the  Proponent  will  include  energy  efficiency  measures  to  minimize  GHG 
emissions;  construct  public  realm  improvements,  and  use  stormwater  best  management  practices 
(BMPs)  consistent  with  the  stormwater  management  standards  (SMS)  of  the  Wetlands 
Regulations  (310  CMR  10.00). 

Phase  1  Waiver  Reouest 

Based  on  the  MEPA  regulations  at  301  CMR  1 1 .1 1(1)  the  Proponent  requested  I  grant  a 
Phase  1  Waiver  that  would  allow  the  Proponent  to  proceed  with  Phase  1  of  the  project  prior  to 
completing  the  MEPA  process  for  the  entire  project:  The  regulations  indicate  that  I  may  waive 
any  provision  or  requirement  in  301  CMR  1 1.00  not  specifically  required  by  MEPA  and  may 
impose  appropriate  and  relevant  conditions  or  restrictions,  provided  that  I  find  that  strict 
compliance  with  the  provision  or  requirement  would: 

(a)  result  in  an  undue  hardship  for  the  Proponent,  unless  based  on  delay  in  compliance 

by  the  Proponent;  and 

(b)  not  serve  to  avoid  or  minimize  Damage  to  the  Environment . 

The  MEPA  regulations  at  301  CMR  11.1 1(4)  state  that,  in  the  case  of  a  partial  waiver  of 
a  mandatory  ELR  review  threshold  that  will  allow  the  Proponent  to  proceed  with  Phase  1  of  the 
project  prior  to  preparing  an  EIR,  I  shall  base  the  finding  required  in  accordance  with  301  CMR 
11.11(1  Xb)  on  a  determination  that: 

(a)  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  Phase  l,  taken  alone,  are  insignificant; 

(b)  ample  and  unconstrained  infrastructure  facilities  and  services  exist  to  support  Phase 

l; 
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(c)  the  project  is  severable ,  such  that  Phase  1  does  not  require  the  implementation  of  any 
other  future  phase  of  the  project  or  restrict  the  means  by  which  potential  environmental 
impacts  from  any  other  phase  of  the  project  may  be  avoided,  minimized  or  mitigated;  and 

(d)  the  agency  action(s)  on  Phase  1  will  contain  terms  such  as  a  condition  or  restriction, 
so  as  to  ensure  due  compliance  with  MEPA  and  301  CMR  11.00  prior  to  commencement 
of  any  other  phase  of  the  project. 

The  EENF  summarized  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  Phase  1:  generation  of 
approximately  2,771  unadjusted  new  adt;  increase  in  water  demand  of  55,822  gp;  and  increase  in 
wastewater  generation  of  50,240  gpd.1  Phase  1  stationary  source  GHG  emissions  are  projected  to 
be  14.2%  less  than  an  IECC  2012-compliant  Base  Case  building. 

The  EENF  identified  four  potential  project  alternatives  for  Phase  1  including  1)  a  No- 
Build  Alternative;  2)  a  Decreased  Build  Alternative;  3)  an  Increased  Build  Alternative;  and  4) 
the  Preferred  Phase  1  Alternative.  The  No-Build  Alternative  assumed  that  the  Phase  1  building 
site  would  remain  as  paved  parking  for  the  adjacent  195,000-sf  office  building.  The  Decreased 
Build  Alternative  considered  the  impacts  of  a  140-room  hotel,  6,000  sf  of  retail  space,  and  105 
residential  units.  The  Increased  Build  Alternative  evaluated  a  188-room  hotel  (consistent  with 
the  Preferred  Alternative),  6,000  sf  of  retail  space,  and  162  residential  units.  The  Decreased 
Build  Alternative  would  reduce  traffic,  water  and  wastewater  impacts  compared  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative;  it  was  dismissed  because  the  Proponent  deemed  it  not  commercially  viable.  The 
Increased  Build  Alternative  was  dismissed  as  it  was  inconsistent  with  community  planning  goals 
and  zoning,  would  result  in  greater  environmental  impacts  and  was  deemed  to  not  be 
economically  feasible.  The  EENF  included  a  traffic  analysis,  a  limited  discussion  of  stormwater 
management,  identification  of  historic  resources,  and  a  GHG  analysis  in  compliance  with  the 
GHG  Policy. 

Consistent  with  the  request  for  a  Phase  1  Waiver,  the  Proponent  identified  the  criteria  for 
granting  a  Phase  1  Waiver  and  the  project’s  consistency  with  these  criteria.  The  Proponent 
asserts  that  requiring  an  EIR  would  result  in  an  undue  hardship  because:  it  would  delay 
infrastructure  improvements  that  would  improve  existing  environmental  conditions  and  traffic 
circulation;  delay  the  construction  of  reasonably-priced  hotel  accommodations  and  the  affordable 
housing  element  of  the  residences;  and  alter  the  construction  schedule  which  would  increase 
construction  costs  and  potentially  jeopardize  contractual  relationships  with  the  hotel  developer. 
The  EENF  also  indicated  that  project  coordination  between  the  Proponent,  City  of  Somerville 
and  stakeholders,  and  the  implementation  of  a  land  swap  agreement  with  Federal  Realty 
Investment  Trust  has  extended  over  two-years.  The  Proponent  asserts  that  these  efforts  have 
already  led  to  project  delays  that  will  be  exacerbated  by  the  requirement  to  complete  MEPA 
review  of  the  entire  project  prior  to  commencement  of  construction. 

Review  of  the  EENF 


The  EENF  generally  described  the  existing  conditions  within  the  project  area  and  the 
proposed  project,  its  programmatic  and  physical  elements,  and  proposed  project  phasing.  The 


1  These  data  are  noted  in  the  supplemental  memorandum  provided  by  Fort  Point  Associates.  Inc.,  dated  November  4,2016.  These  data  differ 
from  those  presented  in  the  EENF. 
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EENF  discussed  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  Phase  1  project.  It  provided  limited 
data  and  analysis  of  the  full-build  project  impacts  which  will  be  addressed  in  more  detail  in  the 
DEIR  and  FEIR.  The  EENF  identified  potential  project-related  permits  and  approvals. 

Subsequent  to  the  MEPA  scoping  session  held  on  October  19, 2016,  the  Proponent 
requested  an  extension  of  the  comment  period  to  November  23, 2016  to  allow  an  opportunity  to 
prepare  supplemental  information  and  hold  a  community  meeting  about  the  project  proposal. 
Supplemental  information  was  circulated  to  the  EENF  distribution  list  as  well  as  scoping  session 
attendees  on  November  4, 20 16.2  This  material,  in  addition  to  the  original  EENF  submission,  is 
referred  to  collectively  as  the  EENF  herein. 

The  EENF  included  a  Traffic  Impact  and  Access  Study  (TIAS)  that  evaluated  the 
potential  impacts  of  the  Phase  1  development  only.  Estimated  unadjusted  traffic  trips  for  the 
entire  project  were  based  upon  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  data  for  the  proposed 
land  uses  in  the  full-build  scenario.  The  EENF  indicated  that  the  full-build  project  will  generate 
approximately  18,535  new  unadjusted  adt,  for  a  site  total  of  21,166  adt.  The  EENF  did  not 
provide  an  estimate  of  adjusted  adt  in  the  full-build  scenario.  Given  the  proximity  of  the  project 
site  to  public  transportation  and  bicycle/pedestrian  infrastructure,  the  adjusted  adt  is  anticipated 
to  be  less  than  the  estimates  included  in  the  EENF. 

The  TIAS  study  area  consisted  of  the  following  intersections: 

•  Broadway  at  Alfred  A.  Lombardi  Street  and  Mount  Vernon  Street; 

•  1-93  southbound/Route  38  eastbound  off-ramp  and  Alfred  A.  Lombardi  Street; 

•  Alfred  A.  Lombardi  Street  at  Assembly  Square  Drive  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38); 

•  Route  38  eastbound  U-tum  ramp  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38  westbound); 

•  Revolution  Drive  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38  westbound); 

•  Middlesex  Avenue  and  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38  westbound)  (unsignalized); 

•  Revolution  Drive  at  Assembly  Square  Drive  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard; 

•  Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Avenue; 

•  Foley  Street  and  Grand  Union  Boulevard  (unsignalized); 

•  Grand  Union  Boulevard  and  Fellsway  (Route  28); 

•  Middlesex  Avenue  and  Fellsway  (Route  28); 

•  Bailey  Road  and  Fellsway  (Route  28); 

•  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Wheatland  Street; 

•  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  and  Fellsway/McGrath  Highway  (adjacent  to  Foss  Park); 

•  Mystic  Avenue  (Route  38)  at  McGrath  Highway  northbound  (adjacent  to  Stop  and 
Shop);  and 

•  Broadway  and  McGrath  Highway  (Route  28). 

The  TIAS  identified  existing  and  proposed  conditions  within  the  Study  Area,  including 
bicycle  and  pedestrian  accommodations  and  public  transit.  The  TIAS  evaluated  roadway  and 
intersection  safety  data,  described  trip-generation  methodology,  and  overall  traffic  operations  in 
the  2015  Existing,  2023  No-Build,  2023  Build,  and  2023  Build  with  Mitigation  conditions.  As 


2  Memorandum  from  Christine  McVay,  Fort  Point  Associates,  Inc.,  dated  November  4, 2016. 
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noted  in  the  Scope  below,  additional  transportation  analysis  will  be  required  as  part  of  the  DEIR. 
This  will  include  evaluation  of  a  broader  Study  Area,  emphasis  of  multi-modal  transit  and 
pedestrian/bicycle  connections,  analysis  of  project  impacts  to  the  MBTA’s  Orange  Line,  and 
identification  and  implementation  of  a  robust  transportation  demand  management  (TDM)  plan. 

The  EENF  also  included  a  general  discussion  of  stormwater,  water  and  sewer 
infrastructure  in  the  Phase  1  project  area,  an  analysis  of  Phase  1  stationary  and  mobile  source 
GHG  emissions  and  proposed  energy-efficiency  measures,  and  identified  historic  and 
archaeological  resources  within  the  one-quarter  mile  area  of  potential  effect  (APE)  for  the 
project  site. 

Conclusion 


Based  on  a  review  of  the  EENF,  consultation  with  State  Agencies,  and  public  comments, 

I  am  requiring  a  DEIR  for  the  entire  project.  The  EENF  has  not  sufficiently  demonstrated  that 
the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  Phase  1,  take  alone,  are  insignificant  nor  that  requiring  an 
EIR  will  result  in  undue  hardship.  Comments  from  State  Agencies,  the  City  of  Somerville  and 
residents  indicate  that  insufficient  information  is  provided  regarding  Phase  1  and  implementation 
of  mitigation  measures  related  to  traffic  and  transit  trips,  stormwater,  pedestrian  connections,  and 
open  space.  MassDOT  comments  indicate  that  the  Phase  1  Waiver  request  has  merit  and  the 
Proponent  has  satisfactorily  documented  traffic  impacts  and  mitigation  measures.  MassDOT 
comments  also  identify  concerns  with  assumptions  and  accuracy  of  the  traffic  study  and,  in 
particular,  the  comments  note  concerns  regarding  the  accuracy  of  traffic  volumes  and  lack  of 
discussion  regarding  Highway  Safety  Improvement  Program  (HSIP)  clusters  in  the  Study  Area 
and  identification  of  associated  improvements. 

Comments  from  the  City  of  Somerville  indicate  that,  although  the  project  is  generally 
consistent  with  local  goals,  the  EENF  does  not  provide  sufficient  information  regarding 
stormwater  management  or  the  design  and  timing  of  traffic  mitigation  and  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
access.  In  addition,  the  comments  indicate  that  the  EENF  does  not  demonstrate  sufficient  open 
space  would  be  provided.  The  Proponent  consulted  with  the  MEPA  Office  over  a  year  ago  to 
discuss  potential  MEPA  review.  According  to  the  EENF,  the  Proponent  has  been  coordinating 
with  the  City  and  stakeholders  and  negotiating  a  land  swap  for  the  past  two  years.  MEPA  review 
is  intended  to  occur  early  in  the  project  development  process  to  support  environmental  planning 
and  can  be  initiated  at  the  conceptual  planning  stage.  An  EENF  to  support  a  Waiver  request  and 
a  finding  that  the  environmental  impacts  of  Phase  1  are  insignificant  must  include  detailed 
analysis  and  mitigation,  commensurate  with  information  typically  provided  in  an  EIR.  In 
addition,  I  note  that  the  project  must  undergo  significant  local  review  and  permitting.  MEPA 
review  could  have  been  initiated  much  earlier  with  adequate  time  to  advance  the  review  such  that 
the  hardship,  as  described  by  the  Proponent,  would  have  been  avoided. 

Comments  from  State  Agencies,  City  of  Somerville  elected  officials  and  departments, 
and  the  general  public  on  the  full  build  project  highlight  a  need  for  additional  analysis  and 
consideration  of  mitigation  measures  to  ensure  that  the  project  avoids,  minimizes  and  mitigates 
Damage  to  the  Environment.  Comments  generally  focus  on  concerns  related  to  traffic 
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management,  bicycle  and  pedestrian  accommodations  and  connections,  drainage,  wastewater, 
publicly  accessible  open  space,  and  air  quality. 

The  redevelopment  of  this  site  located  in  proximity  to  transit,  is  generally  consistent  with 
State  and  local  planning  goals  and  will  result  in  less  environmental  impacts  than  a  greenfield 
development.  Although  I  decline  to  grant  the  Phase  1  Waiver,  I  anticipate  that  the  Proponent  can 
demonstrate,  through  the  DEIR  and  Final  EIR  (FEIR),  that  environmental  impacts  can  be 
adequately  avoided,  minimized  and  mitigated.  State  Agencies  have  identified,  and  will  continue 
to  address,  concerns  and  information  necessary  to  support  project  permitting  which  will  serve  to 
streamline  the  subsequent  State  permitting  process.  In  addition,  concurrent  State  and  local  review 
may  further  support  efficient  permitting  of  the  project. 

The  DEIR  should  be  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Scope  below.  I  encourage  the 
Proponent  to  continue  dialogue  with  the  City  of  Somerville,  State  Agencies,  and  interested 
parties  prior  to  and  throughout  the  preparation  of  the  DEIR  to  address  concerns. 

i 

SCOPE 


General 


The  DEIR  should  follow  Section  1 1.07  of  the  MEPA  regulations  for  outline  and  content, 
as  modified  by  this  Scope. 


Project  Description  and  Permitting 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  description  of  the  project  and  describe  any  changes 
to  the  project  since  the  filing  of  the  EENF.  The  DEIR  should  include  updated  site  plans,  if 
applicable,  for  existing  and  post-development  conditions  at  a  legible  scale.  The  DEIR  should 
provide  a  summary,  on  a  building  by  building  basis,  of  floor  area  by  use,  number  of  dwelling  or 
hotel  units  (as  applicable),  and  overall  height  (i.e.,  stories).  Conceptual  plans  should  be  provided 
at  a  legible  scale  and  clearly  identify  impervious  areas,  publicly  accessible  open  space,  roadway 
layout  and  ownership,  easement  areas,  pedestrian  and  bicycle  accommodations,  and  stormwater 
(including  discharge  points)  and  utility  infrastructure.  Conceptual  plans  should  also  include  off¬ 
site  work  associated  with  transportation  and/or  utility  improvements. 


C.1 

C.2 

C.3 

C.4 

C.5 


The  DEIR  should  include  graphics  depicting  the  location  of  water  and  sewer  mains  and 
describe  the  ownership,  size,  and  ultimate  discharge  location  for  wastewater.  The  DEIR  should 
also  clarify  estimated  water  use  and  wastewater  generation  based  upon  MassDEP  Title  5 
regulations.  The  DEIR  should  identify  any  areas  regulated  under  the  Massachusetts  Contingency 
Plan  (MCP)/M.G.L.  c.  2 IE.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  potential  impacts  to  MCP-regulated  areas, 
summarize  the  results  of  completed  Environmental  Site  Assessments  (if  any),  and  describe  soil 
testing  data  or  other  data  analysis  completed  to  date  on-site.  The  DEIR  should  also  include  a 
discussion  of  permitting  requirements  for  the  project  and  how  the  project  will  be  designed  and 
constructed  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulatory  performance  standards. 


C.6 

C.7 

C.8 
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Alternatives  Analysis 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  discussion  of  project  alternatives  to  ensure  that  environmental 
impacts  are  avoided,  minimized,  and  mitigated  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable.  The  DEIR 
should  include  analysis  of  the  following  development  alternatives: 


•  A  No-Build  Alternative  that  retains  the  existing  office  building,  parking  areas  and 
driveway  circulation; 

•  The  Preferred  Alternative; 

•  A  Revised  Preferred  Alternative  that  further  reduces  impervious  area,  and 
incorporates  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  measures.  I  recommend  the  Proponent 
incorporate  into  this  Alternative  additional  publicly  accessible  open  space  in  response 
to  comments  from  the  City  of  Somerville  and  residents. 


C.9 


In  addition,  to  address  concerns  expressed  by  the  City  of  Somerville  and  residents,  I 
encourage  the  Proponent  to  include  an  alternative  that  increases  the  setback  of  residential  uses 
from  1-93. 


C.10 


I  note  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  may  incorporate  all  or  portions  of  the  various 
alternatives  analyzed  as  part  of  the  DEIR.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  schematic  design  plan,  a 
summary  of  uses  and  square  footage/units,  and  summary  table  comparing  environmental  impacts 
for  each  development  scenario  (i.e.,  traffic  trips,  water  use,  wastewater  generation,  parking 
spaces,  percent  open  space,  and  height).  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  benefits  and  challenges 
associated  with  each  alternative  and  explain  why  alternatives  were  not  selected. 


Land  Impacts 


The  DEIR  should  describe  how  the  Preferred  Alternative  will  further  reduce  impervious 
surfaces,  including  use  of  LID,  pervious  material  (i.e.,  porous  pavement,  plazas)  and/or 
landscaped  open  space.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  graphic  depicting  and  tabulating  the  area 
dedicated  to  publicly  accessible  open  space.  It  should  identify  whether  it  consists  of  hardscape 
(i.e.,  sidewalks,  plazas,  etc.)  or  pervious  area.  As  the  full-build  project  is  proposed  in  phases,  the 
DEIR  should  clearly  identify  the  amount  of  open  space  that  will  be  provided  as  part  of  each 
development  phase. 


C.13 

C.14 

C.15 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  graphic  that  clearly  identifies  the  location  and  quantifies  the 
areas  subject  to  a  land  transfer  between  private  parties  to  facilitate  the  overall  development  plan. 
It  should  identify  current  ownership,  proposed  ownership,  and  temporary  and  permanent 
easement  areas. 


Traffic  and  Transportation 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  transportation  study  prepared  in  conformance  current  (March 
2014)  MassDOT/EOEEA  Transportation  Impact  Assessment  (TIA)  Guidelines.  I  hereby 
incorporate  by  reference  MassDOT’s  comment  letter,  dated  November  23,  2015,  into  the  DEIR 
scope. 
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MEPA  review  of  projects  in  this  area,  including  Assembly  Row  (EEA#  13989),  Wynn 
Everett  (EEA#  15060)  and  other  development  projects  has  consistently  identified  significant 
concerns  with  existing  and  growing  traffic  congestion.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area 
undergoing  intensive  redevelopment  which  warrants  full  analysis  of  traffic  impacts  associated 
with  proposed  projects.  It  is  located  within  the  study  area  of  the  Lower  Mystic  Regional  Working 
Group  (LMRWG).3  It  is  critical  that  the  Proponent  consider  the  potential  impacts  of  its  own 
project  on  area  infrastructure,  as  well  as  mitigation  measures  proposed  in  conjunction  with 
nearby  developments  located  in  the  LMRWG  Study  Area  such  as  the  Wynn  Casino.  In  light  of 
the  complex  nature  of  transportation  infrastructure  in  and  adjacent  to  the  project  site,  the 
Proponent  should  consult  with  MassDOT,  the  MBTA,  MAPC,  the  City  of  Somerville  and  any 
other  city  or  Town  that  may  contain  an  intersection  included  in  the  TIAS  Study  Area  to  ensure 
completion  of  a  comprehensive  assessment  of  project-related  transportation  impacts.  The 
Proponent  should  follow  the  progress  of  the  LMRWG  study  and  consider  its  recommendations 
as  the  mitigation  program  is  developed. 


C.18 


C.19 


The  study  area  should  be  expanded,  as  requested  by  MassDOT,  to  include  the  following 
State-jurisdictional  intersections: 


•  Route  99/Main  Street/Maffa  Way/Cambridge  Street  (Sullivan  Square); 

•  1-93  northbound  off-ramp  at  Cambridge  Street; 

•  Route  28  (McGrath  Highway)  at  Pearl  Street; 

•  Route  16  (Mystic  Valley  Parkway/Revere  Beach  Parkway)/Fellsway  (Route 
28)/Middlesex  Avenue;  and 

•  Fellsway  (Route  28)  at  Riverside  Avenue. 


C.20 


C.21 

C.22 


The  DEIR  should  include  sufficiently  detailed  conceptual  plans  (preferably  80-scale)  for 
any  proposed  roadway  improvements  in  order  to  verify  the  feasibility  of  constructing 
improvements.  The  conceptual  plans  should  show  proposed  lane  widths  and  offsets,  layout  lines 
and  jurisdictions,  and  the  land  uses  (including  access  drives  and  loading  areas)  adjacent  to  areas 
where  improvements  are  proposed.  Roadway  mitigation  measures  should  consider  levels-of- 
service  (LOS)  for  all  modes  of  transit  (i.e.,  multi-modal  LOS)  to  ensure  improvements  meet  the 
needs  of  all  travel  modes,  not  just  automobiles.  Finally,  conceptual  roadway  improvement  plans 
should  demonstrate  that  improvements  are  consistent  with  a  Complete  Streets  design  approach. 


Bicycle  and  Pedestrian  Accommodations 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  inventory  of  the  bicycle  and  pedestrian  network 
throughout  the  TIAS  study  area,  including  the  type  and  dimension  of  bicycle  and  pedestrian 
facilities  and  volumes  of  bicyclist  and  pedestrians  that  are  expected  to  use  those  facilities.  The 
DEIR  should  include  graphics  (and  supporting  narrative)  depicting  existing  and  proposed 
internal  circulation  patterns  (vehicles,  pedestrian,  and  bicycles)  and  connection  points  to  adjacent 
land  uses  and  access  roadways  (including  the  location  of  sidewalks,  crosswalks  and  bicycle 
lanes/accommodations).  The  DEIR  should  identify  the  amount,  type  (covered-secured, 
uncovered),  and  location  of  bicycle  parking  for  each  development  phase,  as  well  as  potential 


C.23 


3  The  LMRWG  is  an  effort  by  MassDOT.  MAPC.  the  Cities  of  Somerville,  Boston  and  Everett  to  conplete  a  plaining  study  to  evaluate  how 
forecasted  development  n  and  around  Sullivan  Square  will  impact  transportation  infrastructure.  See  http://Iowennysticstudy.mapc.otg/ 
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locations  for  bikeshare  docking  stations.  Curb  cuts  into  the  garages  or  those  associated  with 
proposed  loading  areas  should  be  designed  with  consideration  for  adequate  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  access  and  safety. 


C.23 


I  received  numerous  comments  focusing  on  the  opportunity  to  improve  pedestrian  and 
bicycle  passage  from  the  site,  under  1-93,  to  East  Somerville  via  the  Kensington/Foley  Street 
Underpass.  Other  comments  focused  on  opportunities  to  enhance  wayfinding  signage,  lighting, 
and  view  corridors  to  encourage  pedestrian  and  bicycle  use  to  and  through  the  project  site.  The 
Proponent  should  evaluate  the  existing  conditions  at  the  Kensington  Underpass  and  include  a 
discussion  of  potential  improvements  to  improve  access  between  East  Somerville,  the  project 
site,  the  Community  Path,  and  Assembly  Station.  Development  of  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
connections  should  focus  on  ensuring  user  safety  given  the  heavy  traffic  volumes  in  the  project 
vicinity. 


C.24 


Public  Transit 

The  DEIR  should  address,  and  I  hereby  incorporate  by  reference  concerns  noted  in  the 
MassDOT  comment  letter,  including  transit  demand  and  mode  split,  and  access  to  Assembly 
Station.  The  DEIR  should  include  supporting  data,  narrative  and/or  graphics  as  necessary  to 
thoroughly  respond  to  MassDOT*  s  comments. 


Parking 


The  DEIR  should  discuss  how  the  amount  of  parking  proposed  for  the  Preferred 
Alternative  was  determined.  The  DEIR  should  compare  proposed  parking  supply  to  ITE’s 
Parking  Generation  guidance,  comparable  facilities,  and  City  of  Somerville  requirements.  The 
DEIR  should  include  a  shared  parking  analysis  to  support  the  amount  of  parking  proposed  in 
light  of  potential  opportunities  for  shared  parking  between  retail/office  and  residential  users  on¬ 
site.  Reductions  in  SOV  trips  can  often  be  correlated  to  parking  availability  and  price.  The  DEIR 
should  discuss  options  to  reduce  parking  demand  on-site,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  charging 
market  rates  for  parking  for  all  users,  decoupling  parking  spaces  from  rental  fees,  etc. 


C.26 


The  DEIR  should  identify  the  location  of  any  short-term  drop-off  or  pick-up  areas  within 
the  project  site  and  discuss  whether  these  can  be  accommodated  without  impeding  traffic  flows 
on  proposed  roadways  that  traverse  the  project  area.  The  DEIR  should  also  demonstrate  that  all 
loading  areas  are  designed  to  avoid  conflicts  with  pedestrian  or  bicycle  routes  and  to  avoid 
affecting  queues  at  intersections.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  whether  parking  spaces  will  be 
reserved  for  car  sharing  services  such  as  ZipCar  and  if  the  Proponent  will  provide  infrastructure 
for  electric  vehicle  (EV)  charging. 


Transportation  Demand  Management 


The  DEIR  should  include  aggressive  and  specific  mode  share  goals,  either  by  use  or 
phase,  to  ensure  the  achievement  of  any  trip  reduction  measures  assumed  in  the  transportation 
study.  As  a  large  traffic  generator,  it  is  critical  that  the  Proponent  identify  and  implement 
measures  to  reduce  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT),  related  GHG  emissions,  and  contribute  to  the 
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Commonwealth’s  goal  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  by  25%  from  1990  levels  by  2020  and  by  80% 
from  1990  levels  by  2050.  Given  the  site  proximity  to  MBTA  subway  and  bus  routes,  a  specific 
focus  should  be  on  encouraging  use  of  public  transit  by  all  site  users  through  site  design, 
employer  incentives,  and  parking  management. 


C.27 


The  DEIR  should  identify  the  elements  of  a  TDM  program,  with  consideration  for  the 
varying  types  of  measures  applicable  to  retail,  office  and  residential  uses,  and  recommendations 
from  MassDOT  and  MAPC.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  feasibility  of  recommended  TDM 
measures,  and  identify  those  that  will  be  incorporated  into  the  TDM  program.  The  DEIR  should 
identify  and  distinguish  the  roles  and  responsibilities  of  the  Proponent  and  future  tenants  in 
implementing  TDM  measures.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  how  green  tenancy  lease  agreements  or 
a  Tenant  Manual  will  be  used  as  a  mechanism  to  ensure  implementation,  maintenance  and 
success  of  TDM  measures. 


Transportation  Monitoring 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  commitment  to  implement  a  transportation  monitoring 
program.  The  DEIR  should  identify  mode  share  goals  and  the  monitoring  report  should  include 
data  and  analysis  to  assess  the  effectiveness  of  the  TDM  program  in  achieving  these  goals.  The 
DEIR  should  identify  the  data  that  will  be  collected,  the  frequency  of  data  collection,  and 
identify  who  will  receive  the  data  and  analysis  (e.g.  MassDOT,  City  of  Somerville,  etc.). 

Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  i 


The  DEIR  should  include  an  analysis  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  GHG  Policy.  The 
Policy  requires  projects  to  quantify  carbon  dioxide  (C02)  emissions  and  identify  measures  to 
avoid,  minimize  or  mitigate  such  emissions.  The  analysis  quantifies  the  direct  and  indirect  C02 
emissions  associated  with  the  project's  energy  use  (stationary  sources)  and  transportation-related 
emissions  (mobile  sources).  The  GHG  analysis  should  evaluate  C02  emissions  for  two 
alternatives  as  required  by  the  Policy  including  1)  a  Base  Case  and  2)  a  Mitigation  Alternative 
that  incorporates  additional  energy  saving  measures  demonstrating  compliance  with  the  Stretch 
Energy  Code. 


C.30 


The  DOER  comment  letter  indicates  that,  based  on  the  analysis  provided  for  Phase  1  of 
the  project,  a  GHG  reduction  approaching  70%  could  be  attained  using  feasible  strategies.  The 
DEIR  should  address  DOER  comments,  including  analysis  of:  combined  heat  and  power  (CHP) 
for  both  the  hotel  and  residences,  which  will  have  significant  domestic  hot  water  loads;  analysis 
of  measures  to  increase  HVAC  efficiency  (i.e.  Variable  Refrigerant  Flow,  Energy  Recovery,  and 
Responsive  Systems  and  Controls);  and  cold  climate  air  source  heat  pumps.  In  addition,  DOER 
recommends  that  the  Proponent  engage  National  Grid  and  Eversource  to  discuss  their  programs 
that  provide  performance-based  financial  incentives  for  energy  efficiency.  The  Proponent  should 
meet  with  representatives  from  the  MEPA  Office  and  DOER  to  ensure  concerns  identified  in  the 
comments  are  addressed  prior  to  submitting  the  DEIR. 


C.31 


The  City  of  Somerville  is  a  designated  Green  Community.  As  such,  the  City  has  adopted 
the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts’  Stretch  Code.  Therefore,  the  project  will  be  required  to 
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meet  the  applicable  version  of  the  Stretch  Code  in  effect  at  the  time  of  construction  for  each 
project  phase.  The  Stretch  Code  increases  the  energy  efficiency  code  requirements  for  new 
construction  (both  residential  and  commercial)  and  for  major  residential  renovations  or  additions 
in  municipalities  that  adopt  it.  Projects  may  meet  the  Stretch  Code  requirement  of  20-percent 
better  energy  efficiency  than  the  State’s  base  energy  code  by  either  meeting  the  standard  of  20- 
percent  better  than  ASHRAE  90.1-2007  Appendix  G  (energy  only),  or  by  using  a  prescriptive 
energy  code. 

I  note  that  the  8th  Edition  of  the  Building  Code  was  amended  in  July  2016  with  an 
effective  date  of  August  12, 2016.  These  amendments  contain  a  concurrency  section  provision 
that  will  require  all  buildings  to  conform  to  the  amended  provisions  beginning  on  January  2, 
2016.  Given  the  timeframe  for  project  development  and  construction,  it  is  likely  that  the 
amended  building  code  requirements  will  apply  to  the  project  and  additional  modeling  may  be 
required  during  local  permitting  to  demonstrate  compliance  with  the  Code. 

Direct  stationary  source  CO2  emissions  included  those  emissions  from  the  facility  itself, 
such  as  boilers,  heaters,  and  internal  combustion  engines.  Indirect  stationary  source  CO2 
emissions  were  derived  from  the  consumption  of  electricity,  heat  or  other  cooling  from  off-site 
sources,  such  as  electrical  utility  or  district  heating  and  cooling  systems.  Indirect  mobile  CO2 
emissions  included  those  emissions  associated  with  vehicle  use  by  employees,  vendors,  visitors 
and  others. 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  summary  of  modeling  inputs  (e.g.,  R-values,  U-factors, 
efficiencies,  lighting  power  density,  etc.)  for  energy  efficiency  measures  modeled  such  as 
equipment,  walls,  ceilings,  windows,  lighting,  HVAC  units,  etc.  for  both  the  Base  Case  and 
Mitigation  Alternative  based  upon  the  conceptual  design  for  the  proposed  buildings  and  garages. 

The  GHG  analysis  should  clearly  demonstrate  consistency  with  the  objectives  of  MEPA 
review,  one  of  which  is  to  document  the  means  by  which  the  Proponent  plans  to  avoid, 
minimize,  or  mitigate  Damage  to  the  Environment  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  The  DEIR 
should  state  modeling  assumptions  and  explicitly  note  which  GHG  reduction  measures  have 
been  modeled  and  those  that  cannot  be  modeled  due  to  the  constraints  of  the  modeling  software. 
Separate  calculations  for  certain  types  of  uses  (e.g.,  parking  lot  lighting,  garage  ventilation)  may 
be  required  to  identify  energy  savings  associated  with  project  elements  that  cannot  be  effectively 
modeled  by  the  energy  modeling  software. 

The  Policy  includes  an  appendix  of  suggested  mitigation  measures  to  achieve  reductions 
in  project-related  GHG  emissions.  The  DEIR  should  analyze  the  feasibility  of  these  mitigation 
measures  (i.e.,  higher-efficiency  boilers,  higher-efficiency  hot  water  heaters,  energy  efficient 
windows,  higher-insulated  roof  and  walls,  and  glazing  treatments),  and  if  feasible,  these 
measures  should  be  included  within  the  modeling  inputs,  as  applicable.  The  DEIR  should 
explain,  in  reasonable  detail,  any  measure  not  selected-  either  because  it  is  not  applicable  to  the 
project  or  is  considered  technically  or  financially  infeasible-  that  would  result  in  a  significant 
reduction  of  GHG  emissions. 


C.32 


C.33 


C.34 
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The  project  lends  itself  to  implementation  of  renewable  energy  technologies  to  reduce 
project-related  GHG  emissions.  I  note  that  the  EENF  indicated  that  the  Proponent  intends  to 
construct  the  roofs  of  the  Phase  2  biotech  building  and  the  Phase  3  office  building  as  solar  ready 
for  a  potential  third-party  photovoltaic  (PV)  installation.  The  DE1R  should  expand  the  renewable 
energy  analysis  and  analyze  the  use  of  solar  PV  and  solar  thermal  for  the  project  in  its  entirety. 

The  DEIR  should  provide  a  conceptual  analysis  of  CHP  systems  for  the  hotel  and 
residential  buildings  to  serve  the  project  based  upon  projected  thermal  and  electrical  loads 
identified  in  the  GHG  analysis.  The  DEIR  should  describe  and  evaluate  several  different  sized 
CHP  systems  to  allow  for  comparison  of  benefits  or  disadvantages  associated  with  system 
efficiencies  and  overall  demand  requirements.  DOER  comments  indicate  that  CHP  is  available 
to  assist  the  Proponent  in  conducting  this  analysis. 

The  solar  feasibility  analysis  should  consider  solar  PV  and  solar  thermal  options  and  the 
benefits  of  varying  ownership  structures  (i.e.,  outright  ownership  or  third  party  lease).  The 
analysis  should: 

•  Estimate  available  roof  area  (excluding  areas  dedicated  for  mechanical  equipment)  on  all 

buildings ;  i 

•  State  the  assumed  panel  efficiency; 

•  Estimate  electrical  or  thermal  output  of  potential  systems  based  on  available  roof  area; 
and 

•  Estimate  annual  GHG  reductions  due  to  the  use  of  renewable  energy  versus  electricity  or 
natural  gas. 

i 

The  analysis  should  include  a  narrative  and  data  to  support  the  Proponent’s  adoption  (or 
dismissal)  of  solar  PV  or  solar  thermal  systems  as  a  feasible  measure  to  avoid,  minimize  or 
mitigate  project-related  GHG  emissions  and  Damage  to  the  Environment.  If  the  Proponent 
determines  that  implementation  of  solar  is  not  feasible  the  analysis  should  include: 

i 

•  A  commitment  to  construct  the  project  as  “solar-ready”.  At  a  minimum,  this  commitment 
should  include  design  of  a  structure  capable  of  supporting  solar-related  infrastructure. 
Such  a  commitment  may  also  include  provision  of  interconnection  and  inverter 
equipment,  or  other  design  features  to  facilitate  future  solar  installations. 

•  Completion  of  cost  analysis  to  determine  the  overall  financial  feasibility  of  installation  of 
solar,  including  potential  payback  periods. 

•  Discussion  of  potential  environmental  constraints  (shading,  presence  of  wetlands,  etc.) 
limiting  the  application  of  solar  on-site. 

I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  consider  design  options  that  will  allow  for  cost-effective 
integration  of  efficiency  or  renewable  energy  measures  in  the  future  when  such  measures  may 
become  more  financially  or  technically  feasible. 

The  project  will  include  leasing  of  space  to  tenants  and,  therefore,  certain  energy 
efficiency  measures  may  require  a  level  of  design  that  will  be  deferred  to  the  tenants’  selection  or 
which  the  developer  may  be  less  willing  to  commit  to  in  advance  because  all  the  energy  savings 
may  inure  to  the  tenants’  benefit  depending  on  the  lease  arrangements.  While  I  encourage  the 
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Proponent  to  adopt  those  GHG  reduction  measures  that  are  integrated  into  the  buildings’  core, 
shell  and  infrastructure,  some  measures  may  be  transient  or  dependent  on  operational  procedures 
implemented  by  the  future  occupant.  In  those  instances,  the  Proponent  should  consider 
reasonable  measures  to  educate  and  create  incentives  for  the  tenants  to  adopt  energy 
efficiency/renewable  generation  measures.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  interior  fit-out  and 
operational  requirements  that  will  be  mandated  as  part  of  lease  agreements/guidelines  or 
encouraged  for  adoption.  For  those  components  that  will  be  encouraged  by  the  Proponent,  the 
DEIR  should  identify  specific  strategies  to  encourage  their  adoption  (e.g.  design  assistance, 
financial  incentives,  providing  a  list  of  approved  fit-out  material  performance  standards,  etc.). 
These  measures  should  be  identified  in  conjunction  with  a  draft  Tenant  Manual  that  should  be 
included  in  the  DEIR  for  review. 

The  GHG  analysis  in  the  DEIR  should  demonstrate  that  mobile  source  GHG  emissions 
can  be  avoided,  minimized  and  mitigated  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible  through  establishment 
of  aggressive  mode  share  goals  supported  by:  strong  transit  user  incentives  (e.g.  transit  subsidies, 
shuttle  services,  etc.),  right-sized  parking  supply,  safe  and  convenient  access  and  services  for 
bicyclists  and  pedestrians,  and  a  robust  TDM  program  with  clearly  defined  goals  and  monitoring. 
The  DEIR  should  include  a  mobile  source  GHG  emissions  analysis  and  proposed  mitigation 
based  on  the  traffic  study  and  air  quality  analysis  with  an  emphasis  of  these  overarching  goals. 

Climate  Change  Adaptation 

The  DEIR  should  discuss  potential  effects  of  climate  change  to  the  project  site.  The 
DEIR  should  identify  site  elements  that  will  be  designed  to  minimize  the  potential  impacts  of 
extreme  heat  waves  and  limit  the  potential  impact  of  more  frequent  and  intense  storm 
precipitation  including,  but  not  limited  to: 

•  Ecosystem-based  adaptation  measures,  such  as  integration  of  tree  canopy  cover,  rain 
gardens,  low  impact  development  LID  stormwater  management  techniques,  to  reduce  the 
heat  island  effect  and  mitigate  stormwater  runoff. 

•  Use  of  on-site  renewable  energy  or  CHP  systems  may  provide  added  resiliency  during 
periods  of  power  loss  during  storms.  Storm  response  actions  and  resiliency  measures 
could  be  incorporated  into  leasing  agreements  or  Tenant  Manuals  and  be  considered  as 
part  of  guidance  related  to  tenant  fit-out  of  commercial  space. 

•  Incorporation  of  natural  ventilation  into  residential  units. 

•  Protection  of  emergency  generator  fuel  supplies  from  effects  of  extreme  weather  and 
flood  proofing. 

•  Expansion  of  the  size  of  emergency  generators  (beyond  the  8-1 0  hour  run  time)  to  allow 
for  select  common  areas  and  other  emergency  and  life  safety  systems  to  remain 
operational  for  a  period  of  time  beyond  code  requirements,  specifically  in  residential 
buildings. 

To  assist  in  the  evaluation  of  climate  change  resiliency  and  adaptation  measures  the 
Proponent  should  review  EOEEA’s  Climate  Change  Adaptation  Report  (September  2011) 
(http://www.mass.gov/eea/docs/eea/energv/cca/eea-climate-adaptation-report.pdfl. 
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Air  Quality 


The  project  exceeds  MassDEP’s  review  threshold  requiring  the  Proponent  to  conduct  an 
air  quality  mesoscale  analysis  comparing  project  Build  and  No-Build  conditions.  The  Proponent 
should  conduct  this  mesoscale  analysis  and  present  its  results  in  the  DEIR.  The  Proponent 
should  consult  with  MassDEP  regarding  modeling  protocol  and  to  confirm  the  current  applicable 
emissions  model  prior  to  conducting  this  analysis. 

The  purpose  of  the  mesoscale  analysis  is  to  determine  whether  and  to  what  extent  the 
proposed  project  will  increase  the  amount  of  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  and  nitrogen 
oxides  (NOx,)  emissions  in  the  project  area.  The  mesoscale  analysis  should  be  used  to  meet  the 
GHG  Policy  requirement  to  quantify  project-related  CO2  emissions  and  identify  measures  to 
avoid,  minimize,  and  mitigate  these  emissions.  The  mesoscale  analysis  will  also  be  used  to 
determine  if  the  project  will  be  consistent  with  the  Massachusetts  State  Implementation  Plan 
(SIP).  Emission  increases  due  to  the  project  must  be  mitigated  and  any  subsequent 
environmental  impact  analysis  should  include  the  Proponent’s  commitment  to  implement  these 
mitigation  measures.  Implementation  of  a  TDM  program  will  provide  an  opportunity  for 
additional  air  quality  improvements  through  vehicular  trip  reduction.  TDM  measures  and  their 
ability  to  reduce  vehicular  trip  generation  rates  will  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIR  as  part  of  the 
transportation  analysis. 


I  appreciate  the  comments  received  regarding  the  potential  quality  of  life  and  health- 
related  impacts  associated  with  locating  residential  development  adjacent,  or  proximate,  to  a 
large-scale  air  pollution  generator  such  as  1-93.  Commenters  indicate  that  there  are  direct  health 
impacts  associated  with  fine  particulate  and  ultrafine  particulate  vehicle  emissions  and  have 
presented  associated  data.  While  there  are  no  anticipated  State  Agency  Actions  associated  with 
air  and  noise  pollution  for  the  project,  I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  include  a  discussion  of 
additional  air  quality  (indoor  and  outdoor)  and  noise  pollution  mitigation  measures  that  the 
Proponent  will  implement  in  response  to  the  comments  on  the  EENF. 


I  recommend  that  the  Proponent  work  with  City  of  Somerville,  the  Community 
Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research  team,  and  local  community- 
based  organizations  to  identify  reasonable  mitigation  measures  to  limit  pollutant  exposure.  In 
particular,  I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  consider  the  installation  of  high-quality  HVAC  filters  to 
remove  air  pollution  and  selection  of  noise  reducing  window  treatments  to  mitigate  the  impacts 
associated  with  the  project’s  proximity  to  1-93. 1  also  note  concerns  regarding  the  proposed 
location  of  a  residential  building  on  Block  25  immediately  adjacent  to  1-93.  As  part  of  the 
alternatives  analysis  for  the  DEIR,  I  encourage  the  Proponent  to  evaluate  a  design  scenario  that 
would  provide  a  wider  buffer  between  residential  uses  and  1-93.  If  the  Preferred  Alternative 
presented  in  the  DEIR  continues  to  include  residences  on  this  development  parcel,  the  DEIR 
should  evaluate  and  propose  suitable  mitigation  measures  to  reduce  the  potential  air  pollution 
impacts. 


Depending  on  the  parking  garage  design  (i.e.,  open  air,  enclosed,  etc.),  the  DEIR  should 
provide  additional  information  on  the  proposed  location  of  parking  garage  emission  vents  and 
other  combustion  sources.  The  DEIR  should  demonstrate  that  these  exhaust  areas  will  not 
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conflict  with  pedestrian  routes  or  public  gathering  spaces.  EPA’s  AERMOD  model  should  be 
used  to  estimate  potential  ground-level  impacts  of  parking  garages  and  combustion  source 
emissions  (i.e.,  boilers,  generators,  etc.). 

Stormwater  Management 

The  EENF  indicated  that  the  amount  of  impervious  area  on-site  will  decrease  slightly 
from  the  existing  condition  (a  reduction  to  8.15  acres  from  8.38  acres).  The  project  site  is 
located  proximate  to  the  Mystic  River,  an  impaired  waterbody  (ammonia,  un-ionized  dissolved 
oxygen,  fecal  coliform,  foam,  oil  slicks,  PCBs  in  fish  tissue,  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  taste  and 
odor,  arsenic,  and  DDT). 

The  DEIR  should  describe  existing  stormwater  management  infrastructure,  including 
connections  to  combined  sewer  infrastructure,  infrastructure  ownership,  and  ultimate  discharge 
points.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  relationship  of  proposed  stormwater  flows  to  the  City  of 
Somerville’s  recently  constructed  72-inch  stormwater  pipe  outfall  in  Draw  7  Park.  As  requested 
by  the  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA),  the  DEIR  should  confirm  that  no 
stormwater  will  be  conveyed  to  any  storm  drain  system  in  Mystic  Avenue  or  Middlesex  Avenue 
or  to  any  other  storm  drain  system  that  connects  to  a  sanitary  or  combined  sewer,  including 
MWRA’s  Somerville-Marginal  Conduit  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  potential  impacts  of 
project-related  stormwater  flows  on  overall  system  capacity  and  frequency  of  combined  sewer 
overflows  (CSOs),  if  any.  The  DEIR  should  identify  specific  measures  the  Proponent  will  take  to 
meet  inflow  and  infiltration  (I/I)  removal  requirements.  As  the  project  will  be  phased,  the  DEIR 
should  address  how  I/I  mitigation  will  be  provided  for  each  project  phase. 

The  DEIR  should  provide  supporting  documentation  or  data  to  demonstrate  how  the 
Proponent  will  fulfill  its  commitment  to  the  SMS  and  City  of  Somerville  standards.  I  encourage 
the  DEIR  to  specifically  address  consistency  with  the  redevelopment  standards  and  310  CMR 
10.05(6)(k)(7)  and  310  CMR  10.05(6)(o)(2).  The  DEIR  should  describe  the  proposed 
stormwater  management  system,  including  connection  points  to  off-site  stormwater  conveyance 
infrastructure,  BMPs,  and  applicable  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL)  compliance 
requirements.  The  DEIR  should  describe  proposed  BMPs  to  retain  and/or  recharge  stormwater 
on-site.  If  potential  OHM  remediation  activities,  groundwater  and  soil  characteristics  may  limit 
the  use  of  certain  BMPs,  the  DEIR  should  identify  such  conditions  and  proposed  alternative 
measures  to  meet  the  SMS  to  the  extent  practicable.  The  DEIR  should  identify  specific 
stormwater  BMPs  to  be  used  in  the  parking  garage  to  mitigate  stormwater  runoff,  particularly  oil 
separators  or  similar  BMPs. 

The  DEIR  should  also  discuss  how  the  project  will  be  designed  consistent  with  Complete 
Streets  design  standards,  which  encourages  the  incorporation  of  green  infrastructure  into  street 
design.  The  DEIR  should  discuss  opportunities  to  provide  low  impact  design  stormwater 
management  measures  including,  but  not  limited  to,  porous  hardscape  surfaces,  rain  gardens,  and 
tree  box  filters.  The  DEIR  should  consider  the  use  of  green  roofs  on  those  areas  not  suitable  for 
PV  as  an  additional  measure  to  enhance  on-site  stormwater  management.  Finally,  the  DEIR 
should  evaluate  the  ability  to  collect  clean  stormwater  from  roof  runoff  for  on-site  irrigation  use. 


C.44 


C.45 


C.46 


C.47 
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Construction  Period 

The  Proponent  should  note  the  MassDEP  comment  letter  with  regard  to  regulatory 
requirements  and  potential  mitigation  measures  to  be  implemented  during  the  construction 
period.  The  project  must  comply  with  MassDEP’ s  Solid  Waste  and  Air  Pollution  Control 
regulations,  pursuant  to  M.G.L.  c.40,  §54.  Specifically,  the  MassDEP  comment  letter  provides 
significant  information  with  regard  to  solid  waste  management  during  the  construction  period, 
recycling  of  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  waste,  asbestos  removal  requirements,  and 
handling  of  asphalt,  brick  and  concrete  (ABC)  associated  with  demolition  activities.  The  DEIR 
should  describe  how  the  Proponent  will  incorporate  recycling  into  proposed  construction  and 
demolition  activities  and  comply  with  the  goals  of  the  Massachusetts  Solid  Waste  Master  Plan.  I 
strongly  encourage  the  Proponent  to  set  solid  waste  recycling/reuse  target  percentage  goals.  This 
information  may  be  included  as  part  of  a  larger  draft  Construction  Waste  Management  Plan  for 
the  project 

The  DEIR  should  also  describe  potential  construction  period  impacts  (including  but  not 
limited  to  traffic  management,  materials  management,  construction  period  parking,  air  quality 
and  noise  impacts,  and  other  items  as  they  related  to  the  construction  period)  and  outline  feasible 
measures  that  can  be  implemented  to  eliminate  or  minimize  these  impacts  in  a  draft  Construction 
Management  Plan  (CMP).  This  CMP  may  be  prepared  and  presented  in  a  conceptual  form  in  the 
DEIR.  I  strongly  encourage  the  Proponent  to  commit  to  requiring  contractors  to  meet  EPA  Tier  4 
non-road  diesel  emissions  standards  (or  equivalent).  The  DEIR  should  provide  a  conceptual  plan 
clarifying  pedestrian  and  bicycle  routes  during  each  construction  phase  that  demonstrates  the 
maintenance  of  sufficient  pedestrian  and  bicycle  routes  to,  around,  and/or  through  the  project  site 
to  key  destinations  such  as  Assembly  Row,  Partner  Health  Care,  and  Stop  and  Shop. 

The  DEIR  should  describe  potential  construction  period  dewatering  requirements,  discuss 
how  dewatering  will  be  conducted  in  a  manner  consistent  with  MWRA  and/or  MassDEP 
regulations/guidelines,  and  identify  any  necessary  permits,  if  applicable.  The  draft  CMP  should 
include  appropriate  erosion  and  sedimentation  control  BMPs.  The  Proponent  should  adopt 
erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  consistent  with  a  Stormwater  Pollution  Prevention  Plan 
prepared  in  accordance  with  the  NPDES  Construction  General  Permit  requirements. 

Mitigation  and  Draft  Section  61  Findings 

The  DEIR  should  include  a  separate  chapter  summarizing  proposed  mitigation  measures. 
This  chapter  should  also  include  draft  Section  61  Findings  for  each  State  Agency  that  will  issue 
Permits  for  the  project.  The  DEIR  should  contain  clear  commitments  to  implement  mitigation 
measures,  estimate  the  individual  costs  of  each  proposed  measure,  identify  the  parties 
responsible  for  implementation,  and  contain  a  schedule  for  implementation.  The  mitigation 
implementation  schedule  should  clearly  note  how  mitigation  will  be  provided  in  relation  to 
project  phasing;  for  example,  tying  commitments  to  either  completion  of  project  square  footages 
or  generation  of  a  specific  number  of  traffic  trips  based  upon  project  build  out. 
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Responses  to  Comments 

The  DEIR  should  contain  a  copy  of  this  Certificate  and  a  copy  of  each  comment  letter 
received.  In  order  to  ensure  that  the  issues  raised  by  commenters  are  addressed,  the  DEIR  should 
include  direct  responses  to  comments  to  the  extent  that  they  are  within  MEPA  jurisdiction.  This 
directive  is  not  intended  to,  and  shall  not  be  construed  to,  enlarge  the  Scope  of  the  DEIR  beyond 
what  has  been  expressly  identified  in  this  certificate. 

Circulation 


The  Proponent  should  circulate  the  DEIR  to  those  parties  who  commented  on  the  EENF, 
to  any  State  Agencies  from  which  the  Proponent  will  seek  Permits  or  approvals,  and  to  any 
parties  specified  in  section  1 1 . 1 6  of  the  MEPA  regulations.  A  copy  of  the  DEIR  should  be  made 
available  for  review  at  the  Central  and  East  branches  of  the  Somerville  Public  Library.  To  save 
paper  and  other  resources,  the  Proponent  may  circulate  copies  of  the  DEIR  to  commenters  other 
than  State  Agencies  in  a  digital  format  (e.g.,  CD-ROM,  USB  drive)  or  post  to  an  online  website. 
However,  the  Proponent  should  make  available  a  reasonable  number  of  hard  copies  to 
accommodate  those  without  convenient  access  to  a  computer  to  be  distributed  upon  request  on  a 
first  come,  first  served  basis.  The  Proponent  should  send  a  letter  accompanying  the  digital  copy 
or  identifying  the  web  address  of  the  online  version  of  the  DEIR  indicating  that  hard  copies  are 
available  upon  request,  noting  relevant  comment  deadlines,  and  appropriate  addresses  for 
submission  of  comments.  The  DEIR  submitted  to  the  MEPA  office  should  include  a  digital  copy 
of  the  complete  document. 


November  30.  2016 

Date 


Matthew  A.  Beaton 


Comments  received: 


11/10/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/21/2016 

11/22/2016 

11/22/2016 

11/22/2016 

11/23/2016 


Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 
David  Dahlbacka 
Renee  Scott 
Lee  Erica  Palmer 

Sam  Engelstad,  Patricia  Berman,  and  Jacob  Engelstad 

Fred  Berman 

Lynn  McWhood 

Maureen  Barillaro 

Ellin  Reisner 

William  Shelton 

William  Gage,  Member  of  Somerville  Redevelopment  Authority 
Fr.  Richard  Curran 


C.50 


C.51 
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11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/23/2016 

11/29/2016 


WalkBoston 

Katjana  Ballantyne,  Alderman,  Ward  7  Somerville 

Somerville  Conservation  Commission 

Barbara  Steiner 

Gary  Trujillo 

Wig  Zamore 

Jane  Fair  Bestor 

Tori  Antonino 

City  of  Somerville,  Office  of  Strategic  Planning  and  Community  Development 
Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 
Andrea  Ranger 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  -  Northeast  Regional 
Office  (MassDEP  -  NERO) 

Matt  McLaughlin,  Alderman,  Ward  1  Somerville 
East  Somerville  Main  Streets 
Mark  Lyons 
Anna  Tate 

Department  of  Energy  Resources  (DOER) 


MAB/HSJ/hsj 
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Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 


Department  of  Environmental  Protection 

Northeast  Regional  Office*  205B  Lowell  Street,  Wilmington  MA  01887  *978-694-3200 


Charles  D.  Baker 
Governor 


Matthew  A  Beaton 
Secretary 


Karyn  E.  Polito 
Lieutenant  Governor 


Martin  Suuborg 
Commissioner 


November  23,  2016 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of 
Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston  MA,  02114 


RE:  Somerville 

The  Office  and  Research  Center  and 
Residences  at  Assembly 
5  Middlesex  Avenue 
EEA  #15595 


Attn:  MEPA  Unit 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

The  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (MassDEP)  has  reviewed  the 
Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  submitted  by  Michael  M.  Ades,  Somerville 
Office  Associates  Limited  Partnership  to  construct  a  mixed-use  project  in  four  phases  on  a  9.4  acre 
site  in  the  Assembly  Square  area  Somerville  (EEA  #15595).  Phase  One  (Block  21)  includes  a  five- 
story  hotel  with  188  rooms  and  multi-family  residential  building  with  147  units.  Parking  for  233 
vehicles  will  be  provided.  Phase  Two  (block  22)  is  a  mixed-use  building  totaling  (approximately 
480,000  square  feet  (sf))  with  a  14  level  tower  for  office  and/or  biotech  office  and  laboratory  space 
above  first  floor  retail  (31,000  sf)  and  four  levels  of  parking  (541  spaces).  Phase  Three  (Block  23) 
is  one  building  with  two  office  towers  over  retail  and  parking  with  approximately  596,000  sf  of 
space  and  735  parking  spaces.  The  final  phase.  Phase  Four  is  proposed  to  be  a  five-story  apartment 
building  totaling  80,000  sf  with  72  units  and  100  parking  spaces.  Total  parking  will  be  increased  by 
995  spaces  to  1,670  parking  spaces.  The  project  is  categorically  included  for  the  preparation  of  an 
environmental  impact  report  (E1R),  and  the,  proponent  is  requesting  a  Phase  I  waiver.  MassDEP 
provides  the  following  comments. 

Wastewater 

The  EENF  reports  that  there  is  sufficient  capacity  in  the  existing  collection  system  to 
accommodate  the  estimated  118,300  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  increase  in  wastewater  flow  that 
would  be  added  to  the  44,465  gpd  of  wastewater  generated  by  the  project  for  a  total  of  162,765 
gpd- 


As  of  April  25.  2014,  the  sewer  regulations  changed  and  the  requirements  for  self- 
certification  or  a  sewer  connection/extension  permit  from  MassDEP  were  eliminated.  Under  the 
terms  of  the  new  regulations  at  3  14  CMR  12.04(2)(d),  MassDEP  requires  sewer  authorities  with 

This  information  is  available  in  altcrnoto  format  Call  tho  MassDEP  Diversity  Office  at  617-556-1 1 39.  TTYrt  MnssRolny  Service  1-800-439-2370 
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permitted  combined  sewer  overflows,  including  the  City  of  Somerville,  to  require  removal  of 
four  gallons  of  infiltration  and  inflow  (I/I)  for  each  gallon  of  new  wastewater  flows  generated  for 
any  new  connection  where  greater  than  15,000  gallons  per  day  of  new  wastewater  flows  will  be 
generated.  Since  Phase  I  is  estimated  to  generate  50240  gpd  of  wastewater,  the  proponent  should 
consult  with  the  City  of  Somerville  to  identify  appropriate  I/I  removal  opportunities  for  this,  and 
all  other  phases  of  the  project  as  it  is  being  constructed.  The  EIR  should  describe  the  sewer 
system  for  the  project  and  identify  any  sewer  system  deficiencies  within  the  combined  sanitary 
sewer  system  serving  the  project  site.  The  document  should  report  on  the  progress  with  I/I 
removal  associated  with  Phase  I  and  demonstrate  that  future  phases  also  will  provide  mitigation 
for  the  increase  in  wastewater  flow. 


1.1 


Greenhouse  Gas  (GHG)  Emissions 

As  a  categorically  included  project  for  the  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact  report, 
this  project  is  subject  to  the  MEPA  Greenhouse  Gas  Emissions  Policy  and  Protocol.  The  EENF 
includes  a  GHG  analysis  for  Phase  I  (Chapter  4  and  Appendix  2).  This  GHG  analysis  uses 
ASHRAE  90.1-2007  as  the  baseline.  However,  the  8th  edition  Building  Code  which  takes  effect 
on  January  1,  2017  incorporates  significantly  improved  energy  efficient  building  system  designs 
included  in  the  2015  International  Energy  Conservation  Code/ASHRAE  90.1-2013,  and  the 
second  edition  of  the  Stretch  Energy  Code  (SC2)  approved  in  July  2016  also  will  go  into  effect 
on  January  1,  2017.  Therefore,  it  is  unclear  from  the  GHG  analysis  whether  the  Mitigation 
Alternative  would  achieve  a  greater  reduction  in  CO2  emissions  than  a  project  built  to  the  8th 
edition  Building  Code  standards  or  the  approved  SC2  requirements. 


The  GHG  analysis  for  the  entire  project  in  the  EIR  must  be  based  on  current  or  future 
Code  and  Stretch  Code  requirements,  to  the  extent  that  future  energy  efficient  designs  and 
requirements  are  available  from  ASHRAE,  to  demonstrate  the  proponent  is  making  a  reasonable 
commitment  to  mitigate  CO2  emissions  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable  from  the  project. 


1.2 


A  report  released  recently  by  the  Institute  for  Market  Transformation  indicates  the  by 
increasing  energy  efficiency  in  multifamily  buildings,  annual  savings  of  nearly  $3.4  billion.  The 
report  finds  that  by  using  facility  data  greater  energy  efficiency  and  cost  savings  will  be 
achieved.  The  entire  report  is  available  on  the  following  IMT  webpage: 
http://www.imt.org/resources/detail/catalvzing-efficiencv.  MassDEP  encourages  the  proponent 
to  consider  the  study  findings  for  greater  opportunities  to  reduce  GHG  emissions  at  the 
residential  buildings. 


The  proponent’s  Phase  I  commitment  to  transportation  demand  management  (TDM) 
measures,  is  limited  to  a  vague  commitment  to  “(i)mproving  pedestrian  and  bicycling  facilities  in 
the  area.”  The  GHG  analysis  has  taken  TDM  credit  (two  percent  GHG  emissions  reduction)  in 
the  Mitigation  Alternative  primarily  for  the  availability  of  public  transportation  at  the  nearby 
Assembly  Square  MBTA  Station.  However,  this  station  affects  the  No  Build  as  well  as  the 
Mitigation  Alternative  so  there  would  be  no  measurable  reduction  in  GHG  emissions.  Unless 
TDM  measures  are  more  thorough,  and/or  improvements  are  made  to  impacted  intersections  by 
the  proponent,  the  GHG  analysis  should  not  be  credited  with  reducing  emissions. 
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MassDEP  also  recommends  that  electric  vehicle  charging  stations  be  installed  as  the 
project  is  phased  in.  Currently,  proponents  of  projects  with  more  than  1,000  parking  spaces  on 
site  are  asked  to  dedicate  at  least  four  percent  of  the  parking  spaces  be  to  electric  charging 
vehicles  unless  the  municipality  requires  dedication  of  a  greater  number  of  spaces.  As  the 
proponent  may  be  aware,  Massachusetts  is  party  to  a  multi-state  memorandum  of  understanding 
for  an  action  plan  facilitating  implementation  of  zero-emission  vehicle  (ZEVs)  programs.  The 
goal  is  to  ensure  that  there  are  3.3  million  ZEVs  on  the  roads  by  2025,  which  requires  adequate 
fueling  infrastructure. 


1.3 


Recycling 

The  project  includes  construction  which  will  generate  a  significant  amount  of 
construction  waste.  The  EIR  should  demonstrate  that  the  proponent  is  committed  to  recycling  at 
least  75  percent  of  the  waste  as  a  sustainability  measure  for  the  project.  In  addition,  the 
proponent  is  advised  that  any  demolition  activities  must  comply  with  both  Solid  Waste  and  Air 
Pollution  Control  regulations,  pursuant  to  M.G.L.  Chapter  40,  Section  54,  which  provides: 


1.4 


“Every  city  or  town  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  issuing  a  building  permit 
or  license  for  the  demolition,  renovation,  rehabilitation  or  other  alteration  of  a 
building  or  structure,  that  the  debris  resulting  from  such  demolition,  renovation, 
rehabilitation  or  alteration  be  disposed  of  in  a  properly  licensed  solid  waste  disposal 
facility,  as  defined  by  Section  one  hundred  and  fifty  A  of  Chapter  one  hundred  and 
eleven.  Any  such  permit  or  license  shall  indicate  the  location  of  the  facility  at  which 
the  debris  is  to  be  disposed.  If  for  any  reason,  the  debris  will  not  be  disposed  as 
indicated,  the  permittee  or  licensee  shall  notify  the  issuing  authority  as  to  the 
location  where  the  debris  will  be  disposed.  The  issuing  authority  shall  amend  the 
permit  or  license  to  so  indicate.” 

For  the  purposes  of  implementing  the  requirements  of  M.G.L.  Chapter  40,  Section  54, 
MassDEP  considers  an  asphalt,  brick,  and  concrete  (ABC)  rubble  processing  or  recycling  facility, 
(pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Section  (3)  under  310  CMR  16.05,  the  Site  Assignment  regulations 
for  solid  waste  management  facilities),  to  be  conditionally  exempt  from  the  site  assignment 
requirements,  if  the  ABC  rubble  at  such  facilities  is  separated  from  other  solid  waste  materials  at  the 
point  of  generation.  In  accordance  with  310  CMR  16.05(3),  ABC  can  be  crushed  on-site  with  a 
30-day  notification  to  MassDEP.  However,  the  asphalt  is  limited  to  weathered  bituminous 
concrete,  (no  roofing  asphalt),  and  the  brick  and  concrete  must  be  uncoated  or  not  impregnated 
with  materials  such  as  roofing  epoxy.  If  the  brick  and  concrete  are  not  clean,  the  material  is 
defined  as  construction  and  demolition  (C&D)  waste  and  requires  either  a  Beneficial  Use 
Determination  (BUD)  or  a  Site  Assignment  and  permit  before  it  can  be  crushed. 

Pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  3 1 0  CMR  7.02  of  the  Air  Pollution  Control  regulations,  if 
the  ABC  crushing  activities  are  projected  to  result  in  the  emission  of  one  ton  or  more  of 
particulate  matter  to  the  ambient  air  per  year,  and/or  if  the  crushing  equipment  employs  a  diesel 
oil  fired  engine  with  an  energy  input  capacity  of  three  million  or  more  British  thermal  units  per 
hour  for  either  mechanical  or  electrical  power  which  will  remain  on-site  for  twelve  or  more 
months,  then  a  plan  application  must  be  submitted  to  MassDEP  for  written  approval  prior  to 
installation  and  operation  of  the  crushing  equipment. 
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Asbestos  removal  notification  on  permit  form  ANF  001  and  building  demolition 
notification  on  permit  form  AQ06  must  be  submitted  to  MassDEP  at  least  10  working  days  prior 
to  initiating  work.  Except  for  vinyl  asbestos  tile  (VAT)  and  asphaltic-asbestos  felt  and  shingles, 
the  disposal  of  asbestos  containing  materials  within  the  Commonwealth  must  be  at  a  facility 
specifically  approved  by  MassDEP,  (310  CMR  19.061).  No  asbestos  containing  material 
including  VAT,  and/or  asphaltic-asbestos  felts  or  shingles  may  be  disposed  at  a  facility  operating 
as  a  recycling  facility,  (310  CMR  16.05).  In  addition,  the  demolition  project  contain  asbestos,  the 
project  proponent  is  advised  that  asbestos  and  asbestos-containing  waste  material  are  a  special 
waste  as  defined  in  the  Solid  Waste  Management  regulations,  (310  CMR  19.061).  The  disposal 
of  the  asbestos  containing  materials  outside  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of  the  Commonwealth 
must  comply  with  all  the  applicable  laws  and  regulations  of  the  state  receiving  the  material. 

The  demolition  activity  also  must  conform  to  current  Massachusetts  Air  Pollution 
Control  regulations  governing  nuisance  conditions  at  310  CMR  7.01,  7.09  and  7.10.  As  such, 
the  proponent  should  propose  measures  to  alleviate  dust,  noise,  and  odor  nuisance  conditions, 
which  may  occur  during  the  demolition.  Again,  MassDEP  must  be  notified  in  writing,  at  least  10 
days  in  advance  of  removing  any  asbestos,  and  at  least  10  days  prior  to  any  demolition  work. 
The  removal  of  asbestos  from  the  buildings  must  adhere  to  the  special  safeguards  defined  in  the 
Air  Pollution  Control  regulations,  (310  CMR  7.15  (2)). 

Waste  Ban  Regulation- 310  CMR  19.017 

Section  310  CMR  19.017  Waste  Bans  of  the  Massachusetts  Solid  Waste  regulations  prohibit 
the  disposal  of  certain  wastes  in  Massachusetts.  These  wastes  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
recyclable  paper  (including  cardboard).  On  October  1,  2014,  the  Massachusetts  Organics  Waste 
Ban  on  the  disposal  of  commercial  organic  wastes  by  businesses  and  institutions  takes  effect  It 
prohibits  the  disposal  of  organic  wastes  from  businesses  and  institutions  that  generate  a  ton  or  more 
of  organic  materials  per  week,  which  necessitates  the  composting,  conversion  (such  as  anaerobic 
digestion),  recycling  or  reuse  of  organic  the  waste. 

As  the  lead  state  agencies  responsible  for  helping  the  Commonwealth  achieve  its  waste 
diversion  goals,  MassDEP  and  EEA  have  strongly  supported  voluntary  initiatives  by  the  private 
sector  to  institutionalize  source  reduction  and  recycling  into  their  operations.  Adapting  the 
design,  infrastructure,  and  contractual  requirements  necessary  to  incorporate  reduction,  recycling 
and  recycled  products  into  existing  large-scale  developments  has  presented  significant  challenges 
to  recycling  proponents.  Integrating  those  components  into  developments  such  as  the  Office  and 
Research  Center  and  The  Residences  at  Assembly  project  at  the  planning  and  design  stage  enable 
the  project's  management  and  occupants  to  establish  and  maintain  effective  waste  diversion 
programs.  For  example,  facilities  with  minimal  obstructions  to  trash  receptacles  and  easy  access 
to  main  recycling  areas  and  trash  chutes  allow  for  implementation  of  recycling  programs  and 
have  been  proven  to  reduce  cleaning  costs  by  20  percent  to  50  percent.  Other  designs  that 
provide  sufficient  space  and  electrical  services  will  support  consolidating  and  compacting 
recyclable  material  and  truck  access  for  recycling  material  collection. 

By  incorporating  recycling  and  source  reduction  into  the  design,  the  proponent  has  the 
opportunity  to  join  a  national  movement  toward  sustainable  design.  Sustainable  design  was 
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endorsed  in  1993  by  the  American  Institute  of  Architects  with  the  signing  of  its  Declaration  of 
Interdependence  for  a  Sustainable  Future .  The  project  proponent  may  be  aware  of  organizations 
that  provide  additional  information  and  technical  assistance,  including  Reuse  Marketplace 
('http://www.reusemarketplace.orgA).  USEPA’s  WasteWise  Program  (www.epa.gov/wastewise/), 
and  MassRecycle  (http://www.massrecvcle.org/).  The  listed  organizations  and  programs  are 
notable  for  offering  valuable  and  effective  waste  reduction  and  recycling  assistance,  web-based 
resources,  case  studies,  and  tools  for  C&D  projects. 

Massachusetts  Contingency  Plan  (MCP)/M*G.L.  c.21E 

Contaminated  Soil  and  Groundwater:  The  EENF  indicates  that  the  project  is  not  regulated  under 
the  MCP/MGL  c21E  (page  5).  Historic/urban  fill  on  site  and  naturally  occurring  background 
may  be  the  sources  of  low  levels  of  contamination.  Accordingly,  the  proponent  is  reminded  that 
excavating,  removing  and/or  disposing  of  contaminated  soil,  pumping  of  contaminated 
groundwater,  or  working  in  contaminated  media  must  be  done  under  the  provisions  of  MGL 
c.21E  (and,  potentially,  c.21C)  and  OSHA.  If  permits  and  approvals  under  these  provisions  are 
not  obtained  beforehand,  considerable  delays  in  the  project  can  occur.  The  project  proponent 
cannot  manage  contaminated  media  without  prior  submittal  of  appropriate  plans  to  MassDEP, 
which  describe  the  proposed  contaminated  soil  and  groundwater  handling  and  disposal  approach, 
and  health  and  safety  precautions.  If  contamination  at  the  site  is  known  or  suspected,  the 
appropriate  tests  should  be  conducted  well  in  advance  of  the  start  of  construction  and 
professional  environmental  consulting  services  should  be  readily  available  to  provide  technical 
guidance  to  facilitate  any  necessary  permits.  If  dewatering  activities  are  to  occur  at  a  site  with 
contaminated  groundwater,  or  in  proximity  to  contaminated  groundwater  where  dewatering  can 
draw  in  the  contamination,  a  plan  must  be  in  place  to  properly  manage  the  groundwater  and 
ensure  site  conditions  are  not  exacerbated  by  these  activities.  Dust  and/or  vapor  monitoring  and 
controls  are  often  necessary  for  large-scale  projects  in  contaminated  areas.  The  need  to  conduct 
real-time  air  monitoring  for  contaminated  dust  and  to  implement  dust  suppression  must  be 
determined  prior  to  excavation  of  soils,  especially  those  contaminated  with  compounds  such  as 
metals  and  PCBs.  An  evaluation  of  contaminant  concentrations  in  soil  should  be  completed  to 
determine  the  concentration  of  contaminated  dust  that  could  pose  a  risk  to  health  of  on-site 
workers  and  nearby  human  receptors.  If  this  dust  concentration,  or  action  level,  is  reached 
during  excavation,  dust  suppression  should  be  implemented  as  needed,  or  earthwork  should  be 
halted. 

Potential  Indoor  Air  Impacts:  MassDEP  is  aware  of  a  number  of  nearby  disposal  sites  which 
could  be  a  source  of  contaminated  groundwater  migration  onto  the  project  site.  Parties 
constructing  and/or  renovating  buildings  in  contaminated  areas  should  evaluate  whether 
chemical  or  petroleum  vapors  in  subsurface  soils  and/or  groundwater  could  impact  the  indoor  air 
quality  of  the  buildings.  All  relevant  site  data,  such  as  contaminant  concentrations  in  soil  and 
groundwater,  depth  to  groundwater,  and  soil  gas  concentrations  should  be  evaluated  to  determine 
the  potential  for  indoor  air  impacts  to  existing  or  proposed  building  structures.  Particular 
attention  should  be  paid  to  the  vapor  intrusion  pathway  for  sites  with  elevated  levels  of 
chlorinated  volatile  organic  compounds  such  as  tetrachloroethylene  (PCE)  and  trichloroethylene 
(TCE).  MassDEP  has  additional  information  about  the  vapor  intrusion  pathway  on  its  website  at 
http://www.mass.gov/dep/cleanup/laws/vifs.htm. 
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New  Structures  and  Utilities:  Construction  activities  conducted  at  a  disposal  site  shall 
not  prevent  or  impede  the  implementation  of  likely  assessment  or  remedial  response  actions  at 
the  site.  Construction  of  structures  at  a  contaminated  site  may  be  conducted  as  a  Release 
Abatement  Measure  if  assessment  and  remedial  activities  prescribed  at  3 10  CMR  40.0442(3)  are 
completed  within  and  adjacent  to  the  footprint  of  the  proposed  structure  prior  to  or  concurrent 
with  the  construction  activities.  Excavation  of  contaminated  soils  to  construct  clean  utility 
corridors  should  be  conducted  for  all  new  utility  installations. 

Air  Quality 

Pre-installation  approval  from  MassDEP,  pursuant  to  regulation  310  CMR  7.02,  is 
required  if  the  project  will  include  any  boiler  regulated  under  310  CMR  7.26(30)-(37),  inclusive. 
Natural  gas  or  distillate  fuel  oil-fired  boilers  with  an  energy  input  capacity  less  than  10,000,000 
British  thermal  units  per  hour  (Btu/hr)  are  exempt  from  the  above  listed  regulations.  In  addition, 
if  the  project  will  be  equipped  with  emergency  generators  equal  to  or  greater  than  37  kW,  then 
each  of  those  emission  units  must  comply  with  the  regulatory  requirements  in  310  CMR 
7.26(42). 

The  MassDEP  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposed  project.  Please 
contact  Kevin.Brander@state.ma.us ,  at  (978)  694-3236  for  further  information  on  the  wastewater 
issues.  If  you  have  any  general  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact 
Nancv.Baker@state.ma.us.  MEPA  Review  Coordinator  at  (978)  694-3338. 


Sincerely, 

Thb  fiarf  dtcmal  c*pj  b  bcbg  pnriM  t»  jn  AdnrioDj  bj  Ik 
Dtpvlfeat  ef  Estimoesh!  htfafin.  A  djpcd  apj  «T  tkb  dacutat 
bn  Qt  ntfe  DEP  bid  u  Ik  kttsftot 

John  D.  Viola 
Deputy  Regional  Director 


cc:  Brona  Simon,  Massachusetts  Historical  Commission 

Eric  Worrell,  Rachel  Freed,  Kevin  Brander,  MassDEP-NERO 
Paul  Ormond,  DOER 
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Charles  D.  Baker.  Governor 

Karyn  E.  Polito.  Lieutenant  Governor 

Stephanie  Pollack.  MassDOT  Secretary  St  CEO 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation 


mass  DOT 


November  23,  2016 


Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 
1 00  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 
Boston,  MA  0211 4-2 1 50 

RE:  Somerville:  The  Office  and  Research  Center  -  EENF 

(EEA#  15595) 

ATTN:  MEPAUnit 

Holly  Johnson 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

On  behalf  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation,  I  am  submitting 
comments  regarding  the  proposed  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at 
Assembly  project  in  Somerville,  as  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Transportation  Planning. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  J.  Lionel  Lucien,  P.E., 
Manager  of  the  Public/Private  Development  Unit,  at  (857)  368-8862. 


Sincerely, 


David  J,  Mo{]Jer 

Executive  Director 

Office  of  Transportation  Planning 


DJM/jll 


Ten  Park  Plaza.  Suite  4  1 50.  Boston,  MA  02116 
Tel:  057-360-4636.  TTY:  057-360-0655 
www.mass.gov/massdot 
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cc:  Thomas  J.  TInlin,  Administrator,  Highway  Division 

Patricia  Leavenworth,  P.E.,  Chief  Engineer,  Highway  Division 

Walter  Heller,  P.E.,  District  6  Highway  Director 

Mark  Boyle,  Assistant  General  Manager,  MBTA 

Neil  Boudreau,  State  Traffic  Engineer 

Planning  Department,  Gty  of  Somerville 

Planning  Department,  Gty  of  Boston 

Planning  Department,  City  of  Everett 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council 

Boston  Region  Metropolitan  Planning  Organization 

PPDU  Flies 


Charles  D.  Baker,  Governor 

Katyn  £.  Polito.  Lieutenant  Governor 

Stephanie  Pollack,  MassDOT  Secretary  &  CEO 


Massachusetts  Department  of  Transportation 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  David  J.  Mohler,  Executive  Director 

Office  of  Transportation  Planning 

FROM:  J.  Li<&£iJ^cien,  P.E.,  Manager 

PubJTc/Private  Development  Unit 


DATE:  November  23,  2016 

RE:  Somerville  -  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly  -  EENF  ‘ 

(EEA  #15595) 


The  Public/Private  Development  Unit  (PPDU)  has  reviewed  the  Expanded 
Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  for  the  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences 
at  Assembly  Row  project  in  Somerville.  The  proposed  development  program  for  the  site  would 
include  the  construction  of  up  to  1,746,592  square  feet  of  hotel,  office,  residential,  and  retail 
space.  The  site  currently  contains  195,000  square  feet  of  development  with  675  parking  spaces. 
Approximately  995  parking  spaces  are  proposed  to  supplement  the  existing  parking  spaces  for  a 
total  of  1,670  parking  spaces.  The  project  site  consists  of  approximately  9.4  acres  located  at  5 
Middlesex  Avenue  in  Somerville  and  is  bounded  by  Middlesex  Avenue  and  Interstate  93  to  the 
west,  the  Assembly  Row  shopping  center  to  the  north,  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  retail  and 
restaurant  uses,  new  parking  structures,  and  the  Assembly  MBTA  Orange  Line  Station  to  the 
east,  and  a  shopping  center  anchored  by  Home  Depot  to  the  south. 


The  full  build  out  of  the  project  will  be  developed  in  four  phases  over  a  period  of  eight 
years  and  is  expected  to  generate  1 8,535  additional  unadjusted  vehicle  trips  on  an  average 
weekday. 

Phase  I  will  entail  the  construction  of  a  five-story  hotel  and  a  multi-family  residential 
building  along  Foley  Street  and  the  new  Main  Street.  The  hotel,  will  offer  188  keys  (151,250  sf) 
and  the  residential  apartment  will  include  147  units  (159,000  sf),  both  being  served  by  233 
parking  spaces.  Approximately  6,000  sf  of  ancillary  retail  will  be  provided  to  serve  the  Phase  I 
component.  The  Proponent  has  requested  a  waiver  to  proceed  with  Phase  I  of  the  project  prior  to 
the  completion  of  the  E1R. 

Phase  II  will  entail  the  construction  of  a  mixed  -use  building,  which  will  have 
approximately  480,000  sf  of  Class  A  office  and/or  biotech  office  and  lab  space.  Approximately 
3 1,000  sf  of  ground  level  retail  space  will  be  provided  along  Foley  Street  and  the  site  main 
thoroughfare  with  parking  for  541  vehicles  in  a  four-level  parking  garage. 


Ten  Park  Plaza.  Suite  4 1 50.  Boston.  MA  02116 
Tel:  857-368-4636,  TTY:  857-368-0655 
www.  mass,  gov/massdot 
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Phase  III  will  entail  the  construction  of  one  building  containing  two  office  towers  totaling 
approximately  596, 000  sf  of  office  and  innovation  space.  Approximately  33, 000  sf  of  additional 
retail  space  will  be  provided  to  support  this  Phase  III  component  along  with  a  four-level  parking 
garage  for  735  vehicles. 

Phase  IV  will  entail  the  construction  of  5-story,  96,000  sf  building  that  would  include  72 
units  of  residential  space  and  16,000  sf  of  ground  floor  retail  space.  A  total  of  100  parking  spaces 
.  will  be  provided  to  support  the  land  uses. 

The  project  requires  a  MassDOT  Vehicular  Access  Permit  because  the  site  is  expected  to 
impact  several  state  highway  locations  and  may  result  in  modifications  to  intersections  and 
ramps  located  within  the  project  bounds.  The  project  is  categorically  included  for  the  preparation 
of  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  because  the  full  build  out  of  the  development  program 
would  generate  in  excess  of  3,000  daily  vehicle  trips. 

The  EENF  includes  a  Phase  I  transportation  study  that  generally  conforms  to 
MassDOT/EOEEA  Guidelines  for  EIR/EIS  Traffic  Impact  Assessments.  The  study  provides  a 
detailed  description  of  the  Phase  I  project’s  traffic  impacts  and  identifies  a  number  of 
transportation  improvements  to  address  Phase  I  build  conditions.  As  a  result,  the  Proponent  has 
committed  to  a  mitigation  program  consisting  of  traffic  signal  timing  modifications  and  a 
Transportation  Demand  Management  Program. 

Based  on  ITE  Land  Use  Codes  220  (Apartment),  310  (Hotel),  and  820  (Shopping 
Center),  Phase  I  is  expected  to  generate  2,271  vehicle  trips  on  an  average  weekday,  including 
1 85  vehicle  trips  during  the  weekday  AM  peak  hour  and  237  vehicle  trips  during  the  PM  peak 
hour.  Phase  I  is  expected  to  generate  2,780  vehicle  trips  on  an  average  Saturday,  including  242 
vehicle  trips  during  the  Saturday  midday  peak  hour.  Based  on  commuting  characteristics 
covering  the  neighborhood  just  west  of  Sullivan  Square,  and  the  availability  of  the  different 
travel  modes,  the  EENF  has  estimated  mode  split  percentages  for  the  different  land  uses.  Upon 
applying  internal  trip  capture,  pass-by  trips,  and  modal  splits  to  the  trip  generation,  the  project  is 
expected  to  generate  2,038  vehicle  trips  on  an  average  weekday  and  2,042  vehicle  trips  on  an 
average  Saturday.  MassDOT  concurs  with  the  methodology  used  to  calculate  the  net  trip 
generation. 

Traffic  and  Highway  Improvements 

The  traffic  study  analysis  indicates  that  the  Phase  I  project  would  generally  result  in 
minor  degradation  to  levels  of  service  at  locations  in  the  study  area  compared  to  existing 
conditions.  The  Proponent  has  compared  the  Future  Build  conditions  with  the  Future  No-Build 
conditions  to  determine  the  level  of  mitigation  required.  To  address  the  project’s  traffic  impacts, 
the  Proponent  has  committed  to  traffic  signal  modifications  and  pedestrian  access  and  safety 
improvements  to  improve  traffic  operations  and  minimize  potential  congestion  and  queuing 
within  the  study  area. 
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While  the  T1A  is  generally  adequate,  the  Proponent  should  have  consulted  with 
MassDOT  regarding  the  most  updated  design  for  the  Mystic  Ave  U-Turn  project  to  assist  in  the 
development  of  this  EENF’s  future  volumes.  In  the  Turning  Movement  Count  figures  provided, 
the  TIA  did  not  adequately  account  for  the  new  U-Turn  and  the  approximately  1,200  to  1,600 
vehicles  that  would  be  rerouted  during  the  peak  hours.  Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the 
EENF,  MassDOT  could  not  determine  whether  the  addition  of  the  U-Tum  and  HAWK  beacon 
on  Mystic  Avenue  have  been  adequately  accounted  for  in  the  operations  analysis.  MassDOT 
spent  a  considerable  amount  of  time  reviewing  the  project  area  in  regards  to  designing  the  U- 
Tum  at  Mystic  Avenue.  Through  their  detailed  review  of  the  multiple  intersections  of  the 
McGrath  Ave/Mystic  Ave/Fellsway  cluster  (which  operate  under  a  single  traffic  controller),  they 
have  reached  consensus  on  what  should  be  the  most  optimistic  operational  results  for  this  area. 
These  results  show  the  signal  performing  at  significantly  worse  operations  than  the  EENF 
predicts  in  their  Future  Build  scenario.  Given  this  information,  we  believe  that  the  Proponent 
may  not  have  fully  examined  the  existing  controller  and  its  limitations  when  it  comes  to  their 
analysis.  We  recommend  that  the  Proponent  consult  with  MassDOT,  DCR,  and  District  4  Traffic 
to  update  their  analysis  of  this  intersection. 


2.1 


The  safety  analysis  within  this  EENF  stated  that  “there  are  no  major  safety  issues  with 
existing  conditions  or  intersection  geometries  that  need  to  be  addressed  as  part  of  this  traffic 
study”  despite  being  adjacent  to  several  HS1P  clusters,  including  Top  200  crash  clusters.  The 
Proponent  has  not  discussed  the  I-93/Mystic  Ave/Route  28/  Route  38  interchange,  which  was  the 
location  of  a  Roadway  Safety  Audit  (RSA)  in  the  last  year  that  generated  a  number  of  safety 
concerns  and  solutions  for  this  location.  The  Proponent  must  at  least  examine  the  RSA  results  to 
help  identify  potential  enhancements  to  include  in  their  project- 


2.2 


Phase  I  Transportation  Demand  Management  (TDM1 

| 

In  order  to  mitigate  the  Phase  I  impacts,  the  project  proponent  has  committed  to  TDM 
measures  that  are  designed  to  reduce  site  trip  generation  and  encourage  alternative  transportation 
modes.  The  project  site  is  located  near  the  Assembly  Row  MBJA  station,  and  the  proposed  site 
design  will  accommodate  bicycle  and  pedestrian  access  to  the  station.  The  project  proponent  has 
committed  to  aggressively  pursue  other  TDM  measures,  such  as  designation  of  an  on-site 
transportation  coordinator;  flexible  work  hours;  on-site  amenities  to  minimize  midday  trip¬ 
making;  teleworking  opportunities;  promotion  of  walking,  bicycling,  public  transit,  vanpooling 
and  ridesharing;  and  a  guaranteed  ride  home  program  to  reduce  site  trip  generation. 

Phase  I  Traffic  Monitoring  Program 

As  part  of  the  Phase  I  project  mitigation  program,  the  project  proponent  must  commit  to 
implementing  a  traffic  monitoring  program  to  be  conducted  twice  a  year  following  occupancy  of 
the  Phase  I  project.  The  goals  of  the  traffic  monitoring  program  will  be  to  evaluate  the 
assumptions  made  in  the  EENF  and  the  adequacy  of  the  transportation  mitigation  measures,  as 
well  as  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  transportation  demand  management  program.  If  the 
traffic  monitoring  program  indicates  that  the  proposed  mitigation  is  not  effective  in 
accommodating  the  future  traffic  volumes  at  key  area  intersections  impacting  the  state  highway 
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system  or  there  are  safety  concerns  associated  with  increased  pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffic,  the 
project  proponent  will  be  responsible  for  identifying  and  implementing  additional  operational 
and/or  safety  improvements  at  the  identified  locations.  These  improvements  could  entail  traffic 
signal  timing  and  phasing  modifications,  safety  enhancements,  and/or  further  refinement  of  the 
TDM  program  to  reduce  site  trip  generation. 

Phase  I  Waiver  Determination 

Based  on  the  proponent’s  commitment  to  implement  the  identified  mitigation  program, 
MassDOT  believes  that  the  waiver  request  has  merit,  and  that  the  proponent  has  satisfactorily 
documented  the  Phase  I  project’s  traffic  impacts  and  provided  acceptable  mitigation  measures  to 
minimize  these  impacts.  MassDOT  may  require  as  part  of  permitting  the  Phase  I  component  that 
the  Proponent  implement  some  safety  improvements  identified  as  part  of  the  RSA  for  the  I- 
93/Route  28/Route  38  interchange. 

EIR  Scope  of  Work 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  should  include  a  Transportation  Impact 
Assessment  (TIA)  prepared  in  conformance  with  the  current  MassDOT/EOEEA  Transportation 
Impact  Assessment  Guidelines.  The  study  should  include  a  comprehensive  multimodal 
assessment  of  the  transportation  impacts  of  the  project.  The  TIA  should  provide  transit  and 
capacities  analyses,  and  evaluate  bicycle  and  pedestrian  facilities  for  the  existing  conditions, 
future  No-Build  conditions,  and  future  Build  conditions  within  the  study  area.  The  future  Build 
conditions  should  include  an  analysis  of  operations  both  with  and  without  any  improvements 
suggested  to  mitigate  project  impacts.  The  study  should  propose  an  integrated  multimodal 
mitigation  package  intended  to  improve  vehicular  traffic  operations  while  supporting  increased 
use  of  walking,  bicycling,  and  transit  by  employees,  patrons,  and  residents.  Items  discussed 
below  should  be  accounted  for  in  preparing  the  TIA. 

Trip  Generation 

Based  on  the  information  presented  within  the  ENF,  the  Full-Build  project  would 
generate  including  existing  on  site  development  21,168  new  vehicle  trips  on  an  average 
weekday.  This  estimate  is  based  on  the  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers  (ITE)  Trip 
Generation  Manual  using  trip  generation  rates  for  the  appropriate  land  use  codes.  The  DEIR 
should  include  estimates  for  the  average  Saturday,  the  weekday  AM  Peak,  and  weekday  PM 
Peak  hours,  and  the  Saturday  peak  hour  for  the  fUU-build  project.  The  trip  rates  should  be 
obtained  from  the  ITE  Trip  Generation  Manual  (9*  edition). 

Trip  reduction  estimates  resulting  from  pass-by  and/Or  internal  capture  trips  should  be 
determined  using  applicable  methodologies  from  the  most  recent  editions  of  ITE’s  Trip 
Generation  Manual  and  Trip  Generation  Handbook. 
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Trip  Distribution 

The  DEIR  should  provide  an  updated  trip  distribution  for  each  phase  of  the  project  based 
on  a  gravity  model  or  similar  model  that  uses  factors  such  as  census  data,  origin-destination, 
travel  time,  and  distance  to  determine  trip  characteristics  for  hotel  guests,  employees  and 
residents  of  the  project  The  DEIR  should  provide  all  appropriate  back  up  documentation  to 
verify  how  the  different  percentages  are  calculated  and  assigned  to  the  roadway  network  and  the 
transit  system.  i 

Mode  Split 

The  project  is  located  within  walking  distance  of  the  new  Assembly  Row  MBTA  station 
on  the  Orange  Line.  The  DEIR  should  contain  an  analysis  of  what  additional  demand  will  be 
generated  by  the  project  and  document  its  impacts  on  the  Assembly  Row  station  and  the  Orange 
Line  inbound  and  outbound.  The  proximity  of  transit  services  provides  an  excellent  opportunity 
for  a  high  level  of  transit  usage;  therefore,  the  Proponent  should  work  closely  with  the  MassDOT 
Office  of  Transportation  Planning,  and  the  MBTA  Service  Planning  Department  to  develop 
appropriate  and  reasonable  travel  demand  and  trip  generation  characteristics.  Since  it  is  likely 
that  this  project  would  have  a  much  higher  share  of  walking,  bicycling,  and  transit  use,  the  ITE 
numbers  should  be  compared  to  mode  splits  for  the  neighborhoods  west  of  Sullivan  Square  used 
for  the  Phase  I  transportation  study. 

The  project  is  also  located  in  the  midst  of  a  number  of  existing  and/or  proposed  bicycle 
routes  in  Somerville  that  could  be  attractive  to  employees  and  residents  of  the  site.  The 
Proponent  should  seek  every  opportunity  to  connect  the  site  to  these  facilities  in  order  to  induce 
mode  shift. 

The  DEIR  should  then  present  a  full  and  complete  discussion  of  how  the  multimodal  trip 
generation  estimates  and  trip  assignment  rates  were  developed,  and  what  research  was  done  to 
support  these  rates.  The  DEIR  should  include  all  back  up  data  used  to  arrive  at  any  trip 
generation  estimates  to  corroborate  any  assumptions  included  in  the  analyses. 

Once  the  trip  generation,  the  modal  split,  and  the  trip  distribution  and  assignment 
estimates  are  developed,  the  study  area  should  be  used  and  updated  as  defined  below  to  create 
network  maps  for  the  different  peak-hour  analysis  and  the  different  modes. 

Study  Area 

i 

The  EENF  has  proposed  a  comprehensive  study  area  that  includes  16  signalized  and 
unsignalized  intersections  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  Based  on  the  modal  split  and  pass-by  credits 
that  establishes  the  traffic  volumes  assigned  to  the  roadway  network,  MassDOT  recommends 
that  the  following  locations  be  added  to  the  study  area: 

•  The  Route  99/Main  Street/Maffa  Way/Cambridge  Street  (Sullivan  Square), 

•  The  1-93  northbound  off-ramp/Cambridge  Street  intersection. 
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•  The  Route  28  (McGrath  Highway)/Pearl  Street  intersection; 

•  The  Route  16  (Mystic  Valley  Parkway/Revere  Beach  Parkway)/Route  28 

(Fellsway)/Middlesex  Avenue  intersection,  and 

•  The  Route  28  (Fellsway)/Riverside  Avenue  intersection. 

The  Boston  Harbor  Wynn  Resort  project  (EEA#1 5060),  as  part  of  the  Section  61  Finding 
issued  by  MassDOT,  is  required  to  implement  mitigation  at  Sullivan  Square  and  at  Wellington 
Circle  that  would  reconfigure  the  roadway  network  in  the  area.  These  mitigation  measures  are 
expected  to  be  in  place  prior  to  opening  of  the  facility  in  2019  and  would  generally  consist  of 
additional  signalized  intersections,  dedicated  bus  lanes  for  improved  bus  access  to  the  MBTA 
Sullivan  Square  Station,  and  geometric  improvements  and  lane  reassignment  to  improve  traffic 
flow  in  the  area.  Similarly,  MassDOT  is  currently  reviewing  the  design  for  the  Mystic  Avenue 
U-Turo  under  1-93  as  part  of  mitigation  associated  with  the  Partners  Healthcare  Development  at 
Assembly  Row.  The  Proponent  should  ensure  that  the  most  updated  roadway  network  and 
geometry  is  used  to  evaluate  the  project's  impacts.  The  Proponent  should  consult  with  MassDOT 
and  the  Department  of  Conservation  and  Recreation  (DCR)  regarding  the  latest  on  these  projects. 

Background  Growth 

The  TIA  should  include  trips  generated  by  other  nearby  planned  and/or  approved  projects 
as  part  of  the  background  growth  in  developing  fixture  No-Build  and  Build  traffic  volumes.  ITE 
trip  rates  should  be  used  to  estimate  the  vehicle  trip  generation  of  im-built  and/or  yet  to  be 
occupied  space.  In  addition,  an  annual  growth  factor  should  be  superimposed  on  existing  traffic 
volumes  prior  to  the  addition  of  the  volumes  associated  with  background  project-specific  growth. 

The  planning  horizon  year  for  the  TIA  should  be  aligned  with  the  phased  development 
program  outlined  in  the  ENF.  For  this  particular  project,  the  Proponent  is  expecting  full  phased 
development  to  be  completed  over  an  eight  year  period;  therefore,  the  horizon  year  should  be  ten 
years  from  the  time  of  submittal  of  the  DEIR.  It  is  expected  that  this  will  allow  a  reasonable 
planning  horizon  “time  window”  when  the  project  reaches  the  design  stage  for  improvements 
while  also  monitoring  the  impacts  of  each  development  phase. 

Vehicle  Crash  Data 

The  DEIR  should  provide  a  crash  analysis  for  all  the  study  area  intersections. 

Specifically,  the  DEIR  should  conduct  analysis  for  any  study  area  intersections  having  crash 
rates  higher  than  the  State  and/or  District  6  average.  The  analysis  should  include  a  discussion  of 
causality,  suggestions  for  mitigation,  and  commitment  to  implementing  this  mitigation.  The 
Proponent  should  review  and  update  the  recent  RSAs  conducted  in  the  study  area  and  identify 
improvements  that  would  mitigate  the  impacts  associated  with  the  increase  in  vehicular, 
pedestrian,  and  bicycle  traffic  associated  with  their  development. 
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Traffic  Operations 

• 

Capacity  analyses  should  be  conducted  for  the  weekday  AM,  PM,  and  Saturday  peak 
hours  for  both  existing  and  future  conditions  for  each  development  phase  considered.  In 
addition,  capacity  analyses  for  Build  with  mitigation  conditions  should  be  provided  for  all 
intersections,  particularly  those  with  impacts  to  the  state  highway  system.  Of  particular  concern 
are  the  areas  where  local  jurisdictional  roadways  interact  with  MassDOT-controlled  locations. 
The  DEIR  should  provide  illustrations  depicting  the  peak  hour  50th  (average)  and  95*  percentile 
queue  lengths  for  each  lane  group/tuming  movement  at  each  study  area  intersection,  for  all 
analysis  scenarios.  The  information  contained  in  these  illustrations  should  clearly  demonstrate 
that  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  extended  queues  that  would  block  vehicle  movements 
to/from  study  area  intersections,  particularly  those  involving  state  highways.  Appropriate 
mitigation  should  be  identified  at  any  locations  where  queue  blockages  occur.  Color-coded 
illustrations  should  also  be  prepared  depicting  the  level  of  service  (LOS)  for  each  lane 
group/tuming  movement  for  each  case.  i 

• 

A  traffic  signal  warrant  study  (TS  WS)  should  be  performed  and  the  need  documented  for 
any  locations  where  signalizalion  is  being  proposed,  including  site  driveway  intersections  with 
the  public  roadway  system.  A  left- turn  lane  warrant  analysis  should  be  conducted  and  the  need 
documented  for  any  locations  where  the  addition  of  such  a  lane  is  being  proposed,  including  at 
site  driveways. 


Conceptual  Plans 


The  DEIR  should  include  sufficiently  detailed  conceptual  plans  (minimum  of  80-scale) 
for  proposed  roadway  improvements  in  order  to  verify  the  feasibility  of  constructing  such 
improvements.  These  plans  should  clearly  show  proposed  lane  widths  and  offsets,  layout  lines 
and  jurisdictions,  and  land  uses  adjacent  to  areas  where  improvements  are  proposed.  Any 
proposed  mitigation  within  the  state  highway  layout  and  all  internal  site  circulation  must  be 
consistent  with  a  Complete  Streets  design  approach  that  provides  adequate  and  safe 
accommodation  for  all  roadway  users,  including  pedestrians,  bicyclists,  and  public  transit  riders. 
Complete  Streets  design  guidelines  are  included  in  the  MassDOT  Project  Development  and 
Design  Guide.  Where  these  criteria  cannot  be  met,  the  Proponent  should  provide  justification, 
and  should  work  with  the  MassDOT  Highway  Division  to  obtain  a  design  waiver. 

Public  Transportation 


As  described  above,  the  MBTA  currently  operates  rapid  transit  at  the  nearby  Assembly 
Row  station  and  bus  service  near  the  site.  The  DEIR  should  contain  an  analysis  of  what 
additional  demand  will  be  generated  by  the  project.  Once  those  travel  demand  and  transit  trip 
generation  rates  are  developed  and  applied  to  the  project,  the  DEIR  should  address  the  following 
issues: 


2.12 


The  DEIR  should  contain  an  assessment  of  how  riders,  particularly  during  the  MBTA 
peak  periods,  are  expected  to  access  the  project  area  via  transit  The  DEIR  should  estimate  what 
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additional  new  ridership  on  the  Orange  Line  can  be  anticipated  and  what  time  of  day  those 
impacts  will  occur.  The  Proponent  should  work  with  the  MBTA  Service  Planning  Department  to 
ensure  that  it  has  access  to  the  most  recent  and  most  relevant  ridership  and  operational  statistics 
for  the  Orange  Line. 


2.12 


The  DEIR  should  also  provide  information  demonstrating  how  employees,  residents,  and 
customers  who  choose  to  use  the  Orange  Line  will  get  from  the  site  to  the  rapid  transit  station. 
Of  particular  importance  to  the  MBTA  are  all  codes  and  standards  related  to  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  (ADA),  the  Massachusetts  Architectural  Access  Board  (MAAB)  along  with 
Federal  Transit  Administration  (FTA)  regulations  and  guidance.  The  Proponent  should  present 
the  existing  conditions  and  how  those  conditions  should  be  upgraded/improved  so  as  to  ensure  a 
fully  accessible  path  of  travel  for  all  of  the  customers. ' 


In  addition  to  Orange  Line  service,  the  area  is  also  served  by  a  series  of  MBTA  bus 
routes,  predominantly  the  Route  90  (Davis  Square-Wellington  Station),  Route  92  (Assembly  Sq. 
Mall  -  Downtown  via  Sullivan  Square  Station),  and  Route  95  (West  Medford-Sullivan  Square 
Station).  As  part  of  the  DEIR,  the  Proponent  should  provide  a  detailed  presentation  Of  the  impact 
to  the  MBTA  bus  network.  Specifically,  the  DEIR  should  identify  the  future  Build  Demand  for 
the  #90,  #92,  and  #95  buses  and  its  comparison  to  the  Future  No  Build  Demand  for  local  bus 
services.  Based  on  this  assessment,  the  DEIR  should  present  the  anticipated  demand  in  terms  of 
MBTA  Service  Standards  for  bus  volumes,  capacity,  etc.  to  determine  what  the  impacts  to  the 
MBTA  bus  network  will  be.  The  DEIR  should  determine  what  if  any  additional  service  would 
need  to  be  added  to  the  bus  network  in  order  to  ensure  that  the  MBTA  bus  routes  would  meet 
existing  MBTA  service  standards. 


The  DEIR  should  show  how  residents,  customers  or  employees  using  the  bus  and  rail 
network  will  access  the  site  with  an  emphasis  on  pedestrian  use  of  the  area  bus  stops  and  the 
MBTA  station.  The  DEIR  should,  as  part  of  its  traffic  analysis,  show  how  pedestrian  crossings 
and  bus  stops  can  be  coordinated  to  ensure  safe,  accessible  travel  for  transit  and  bus  customers. 


2.15 


Pedestrian  Access 


Because  the  project  is  expecting  a  high  pedestrian  mode  share,  it  is  expected  that  the 
Proponent  will  provide  a  mitigation  package  that  ensures  that  walking  and  bicycling  will  be  an 
attractive  way  to  access  the  site.  The  DEIR  should  provide  an  inventory  of  existing  sidewalks 
and  crosswalks  within  the  study  area,  and  should  address  the  quality  and  condition  of  those 
facilities.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  commitment  to  improvements  in  any  areas  that  are 
structurally  deficient  or  not  meeting  current  codes  for  accessibility.  Special  attention  should  be 
given  to  linking  the  proposed  development  to  adjacent  complementary  land  uses  and  to  transit 
facilities. 

Bicycle  Access 


The  EENF  also  proposes  improvements  to  the  existing  bicycle  network  within  the 
vicinity  of  the  project.  The  DEIR  should  include  a  detailed  inventory  of  the  bicycle  network  in 


2.17 
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Somerville  and  in  neighboring  cities  and  towns  to  include  bikeway  types,  bikeway  widths,  and 
bicycle  numbers  and  speeds.  The  Proponent  should  identify  the  likely  travel  routes  for  bicyclists 
within  the  study  area.  The  degree  to  which  these  routes  can  safely  support  bicycle  travel  should 
also  be  examined.  The  DEIR  should  reevaluate  these  routes  based  on  the  origin-destination  of 
potential  employees  and  residents.  Based  on  this  analysis,  the  Proponent  should  consider  the 
feasibility  of  expanding  some  of  these  existing  routes  or  consider  new  routes  to  encourage 
bicycle  travel  in  and  around  the  site.  Similarly  for  pedestrian  access,  the  Proponent  should  work 
closely  with  MassDOT  and  the  City  of  Somerville  to  provide  a  seamless  connection  between  the 
existing  and  planned  bicycle  facilities  in  the  study  area. 


2.17 


Parking 


i 

According  to  the  EENF,  the  project  at  full  build  would  include  the  provision  of  parking  to 
accommodate  995  additional  parking  spaces  for  a  total  of  1,670  spaces.  The  DEIR  should  clarify 
how  the  parking  needs  of  the  project  were  determined  and  explain  the  methodology  used  to 
determine  the  total  parking  required.  The  Institute  of  Transportation  Engineers*  Parking 
Generation  generally  provides  a  reasonable  basis  for  comparison  to  parking  requirements  under 
local  zoning,  but  this  reference  does  not  present  parking  rates  for  this  type  of  mixed-use.  The 
DEIR  should  include  a  summary  of  parking  need  and  supply  for  comparable  facilities  based  on 
multiple  data  sources.  It  should  also  determine  the  number  of  parking  spaces  occupied  at  various 
times  of  the  day  and  identify  the  periods  of  peak  use. 


2.18 


Transmutation  Demand  Management  fTDMl 


The  DEIR  should  include  a  comprehensive  Travel  Demand  Management  program  that 
would  implement  measures  aimed  at  reducing  site  trip  generation.  The  TDM  program  should 
further  investigate  measures  that  would  maximize  usage  of  existing  and  new  pedestrian,  bicycle, 
and  transit  facilities.  Such  measures  may  include  subsidizing  transit  passes,  limiting  the  available 
parking  supply,  providing  on-site  amenities  and  conveniences  that  would  reduce  the  need  for 
automobile  travel,  and  providing  seamless  pedestrian  access  to  the  Assembly  Row  Station  and 
nearby  bus  stops.  In  any  mixed-use  development,  the  range  of  TDM  measures  varies  widely  to 
meet  the  specific  needs  of  each  of  the  proposed  land  uses.  MassDOT  urges  the  Proponent  to 
meet  with  MassRIDES  and  the  local  Transportation  Management  Association  to  discuss  TDM 
measures  that  have  been  successful  in  limiting  single  occupant  vehicle  trips  at  similar  projects 
within  the  urban  cores  of  Boston  and  Somerville.  The  Proponent  should  also  promote  ridesharing 
through  NuRide,  the  Commonwealth’s  web-based  trip  planning  and  ridematching  service  that 
enables  participants  to  earn  rewards  for  taking  “green”  trips.  The  Proponent  should  provide 
information  on  the  substance  and  outcomes  of  its  consultations  in  the  DEIR. 

Transportation  Monitoring  Program 


The  Proponent  will  be  required  to  conduct  an  annual  traffic  monitoring  program  for  a 
period  to  be  jointly  agreed  upon.  MassDOT  would  expect  the  monitoring  to  begin  six  months 
after  occupancy  of  Phase  I  and  should  include: 
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•  Simultaneous  automatic  traffic  recorder  (ATR)  counts  at  each  garage  entrance  for  a 
continuous  24-hour  period  on  a  typical  weekday  and  Saturday; 

•  Travel  survey  of  employees  and  patrons  at  the  site  (to  be  administered  by  the 
Transportation  Coordinator); 

•  Weekday  AM  and  PM  and  Saturday  peak  hour  turning  movement  counts  (TMCs)  and  . 
operations  analysis  at  “mitigated”  intersections,  including  those  involving  garage 
entrances;  and 

•  An  update  on  TDM  effectiveness  and  transit  ridership. 

The  goals  of  the  monitoring  program  will  be  to  evaluate  the  assumptions  made  in  the 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  the  adequacy  of  the  mitigation  measures,  as  well  as  to 
detennine  the  effectiveness  of  the  TDM  program. 

Lower  Mvstic  Regional  Working  Group 

MassDOT,  the  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council,  and  the  Cities  of  Somerville, 
Boston,  and  Everett  are  currently  working  on  a  planning  study  to  evaluate  how  forecasted 
development  in  and  around  Sullivan  Square  would  impact  transportation.  The  Lower  Mystic 
Study  aims  to  identify  infrastructure  improvements  and  policy  changes  that  would  make  it  easier 
and  safer  for  people  to  move  around  the  area,  whether  they  bike,  walk,  drive  or  take  the  T. 
Boston,  Everett,  Somerville,  and  MassDOT  are  working  together  to  explore  a  wide  range  of 
options  and  we  strongly  recommend  that  the  Proponent  follows  the  progress  of  the  study,  and 
consider  the  upcoming  recommendations  as  they  develop  their  mitigation  program  for  this 
development. 

The  Proponent  should  continue  consultation  with  MassDOT  PPDU,  the  MBTA,  DCR, 
and  the  District  4  &  6  offices  during  the  preparation  of  the  DEIR.  If  you  have  any  questions 
regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  me  at  (857)  368-8862. 
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COMMONWEALTH  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF 
ENERGY  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENERGY  RESOURCES 

100  CAMBRIDGE  ST.,  SUITE  1020 
BOSTON,  MA  02114 
Telephone:  617-626-7300 
Facsimile:  617-727-0030 


Charles  D.  Baker 

Governor 

Karyn  E.  Polito 

Lt.  Governor 


Matthew  A.  Beaton 

Secretary 

Judith  F.  Judson 

Commissioner 


29  November  20 1 6 


Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02114 
Attn:  MEPA  Unit 

RE:  The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  Residences  at  Assembly,  Somerville,  Massachusetts 

EEA  #15595 

Cc:  Arah  Schuur,  Director  of  Energy  Efficiency  Programs,  Department  of  Energy  Resources 

Judith  Judson,  Commissioner,  Department  of  Energy  Resources 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

We’ve  reviewed  the  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  for  the  above- 
referenced  project.  We  are  pleased  to  see  the  proponent  evaluate  an  array  of  energy  efficiency 
and  renewable  measures. 

Based  on  the  evaluations  performed,  we  are  pleased  to  report  that  the  project  can  readily  achieve 
a  GHG  reduction  approaching  70%  using  financially-feasible  strategies. 

In  summary: 

•  The  currently  proposed  mitigation  (consisting  of  energy  efficiency  measures  only)  would 
reduce  greenhouse  gas  emissions  by  approximately  1 7%.’ 

•  We  were  pleased  to  see  solar  PV  and  CHP  evaluated  (though  not  committed).  The  DEIR 
evaluations  show  that,  if  implemented,  solar  PV  and  CHP  would  result  in  GHG  reduction 
of  over  50%. 


1  GHG  values  herein  incorporate  corrections  the  DOER  made  on  the  submission  to  account  for  domestic  hot  water 
loads.  This  is  described  further  herein. 
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•  Evaluations  indicate  that  both  PV  and  CHP  are  also  financially  feasible.  Using  the 
information  provided  in  the  EENF,  PV  would  have  a  NPV  of  over  $0.25M;  while  CHP 
would  have  a  payback  of  less  than  3  years.  Generous  utility  incentives  would  further 
reduce  this  payback  time. 

•  Additional  energy  efficiency  measures  (beyond  what  is  currently  proposed)  can  likely 
push  total  GHG  reduction  to  nearly  70%.  Costs  for  these  additional  measures  may  be 
able  to  be  offset  through  energy  efficiency  programs  offered  by  the  local  program 
administrators  (National  Grid  and  Eversource). 

•  With  PV,  CHP,  and  additional  EE,  GHG  mitigation  quintuples  compared  to  what  is 
currently  planned.  GHG  footprint  would  be  reduced  from  1,500  TYP  to  600  TPY. 

Accordingly,  it  appears  that  a  financially-feasible  pathway  exists  to  reach  GHG  reductions  of 
nearly  70%.  The  figure  below  demonstrates  how  additional  EE,  PV,  and  CHP  provide  that 
pathway. 


Proposed  EE  + 
Proposed  EE  add'l  EE  +  PV 
Proposed  EE  +  PV  +CHP  +CHP 


■  Proposed  EE  B  Additional  EE  ■  CHP  B  Solar  PV 
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In  the  figure  above,  the  left  bar  illustrates  the  GHG  reduction  using  currently  proposed  (and 
committed)  energy  efficiency  (EE)  measures.  The  middle  stacked  bar  illustrates  how  GE1G 
reduction  can  be  improved  with  PV  and  CHP.  The  stacked  right  bar  illustrates  how  GHG 
reduction  can  be  even  further  improved  through  additional  energy  efficiency  measures  (shown  as 
“additional  EE”).  Together,  GHG  reductions  for  the  project  would  approach  70%. 

Note  that  the  contribution  of  “additional  EE”  shown  in  the  illustration  is  15%.  We’ve  indicated 
in  the  illustration  that  this  could  be  more  or  less  than  this,  as  may  be  confirmed  through 
evaluations  with  the  utility  programs. 

Our  detailed  recommendations  and  comments  are  as  follows: 


1.  CHP  will  likely  provide  a  significant  GHG  reduction  benefit,  as  noted  in  the  illustration. 
We  recommend  CHP  for  both  the  hotel  and  residences,  which  will  have  significant 
domestic  hot  water  loads. 


3.1 


2.  The  analysis  submitted  appears  to  significantly  underestimate  domestic  water  energy 
consumption.  We  would  expect  to  see  energy  end  use  consumption  associated  with  the 
water  use  cited  on  page  12  of  the  submission  to  be  multiple  times  larger.  GHG  and  CHP 
results  presented  herein  correct  this  apparent  error. 


3.  CHP  would  have  a  payback  in  less  than  3  years,  without  factoring  in  any  utility 
incentives.  Utility  incentives  would  lower 

this  payback  further.  We  recommend 

engaging  National  Grid  and  Eversource  as  ..  nu  ...  on^ 

&  &  .  ,  .  _  .  .  Jim  Ruberti  (Eversource):  781.441.8920 

soon  as  possible  (see  contact  information). 

Also,  the  following  link  provides  useful  Gerald  Ferris  {?-•  A  Grid):  401.784.7364 

guidance  on  the  CHP  evaluation  process:  ■  -  <  -  -  •  ■ 

http://www.masssave.com/-~/media/Files/Business/Applications-and-Rebate-Forms/A-Guide-to- 

Submitting-CHP-Applications-for-Jncentives-in-Massachusetts.pdf 

4.  We  recommend  using  as  a  baseline  the  Code  coming  into  effect  2  January  2017.  Updated 

code  information  is  here:  http://www.mass.gov/eopss/consumer-prot-and-bus-lic/license- 

tvpe/buildings/amendments-to-780-cmr-effective-august- 1 2-20 1 6.html.  Some  of  the  proposed 
mitigation  measures  are  equal  to  the  code  coming  into  effect.  We  recommend  updating 
the  evaluations  to  reflect  above-code  roof,  wall,  fenestration,  lighting,  and  HVAC 
systems. 


5.  We  recommended  meeting  National  Grid  and  Eversource  to  investigate  energy  efficiency 
incentives  (see  contact  information)  as 
soon  as  possible.  Program  administrator 
incentive  programs  are  performance-based 
and  investigating  further  improved 
envelope  mitigation  and  other  efficiency 
improvements  may  yield  significant 
financial  incentives  for  the  project. 


1  -A  A  " 


. 

https://www.nationaigridus.com/Trade/EE- 

Programs-Solutions/CI-New-Construction-Services 
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6.  We  recommend  investigating  the  following  HVAC  options: 

a.  Variable  Refrigerant  Flow:  VRF  is  an  increasingly  popular  choice  for  reducing 
energy  consumption.  VRFs  are  distributed  through  the  units,  allowing  for 
swapping  of  concurrent  heating  and  cooling. 

b.  Energy  Recovery:  Where  not  already  required  by  code,  we  recommend  energy 
recovery  options  be  investigated. 

c.  Responsive  Systems  and  Controls:  Responsive  HVAC  systems,  where  not  already 
required  by  Code,  such  as  economizers  and  demand  controlled  ventilation  usually 
are  effective  GHG  mitigation  strategies  which  we  recommend  be  investigated. 

7.  We  are  pleased  to  see  an  investigation  of  solar  PV.  However,  we  recommend  that  the 
associated  GHG  and  financial  evaluation  be  based  on  the  size  that  can  be  achieved  as  a 
function  of  the  usable  roof  area. 


Sincerely, 


Paul  F.  Ormond,  P.E. 

Energy  Efficiency  Engineer 

Massachusetts  Department  of  Energy  Resources 
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City  of  Somerville,  Massachusetts 
Conservation  Commission 

Joseph  A.  Curtatone 
Mayor 


November  23, 2016 
Secretary  Matthew  Beaton 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  Holly  Johnson 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  M A  021 14 

Re:  Comments  on  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form,  “The  Offices  and  Research  Center  +  The 
Residentces  at  Assembly”  (EEA  #  1 5595) 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 

The  Somerville  Conservation  Commission  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  and  request  for  a  Phase  1  Waiver  for  the  above 
referenced  Assembly  Square  development  project.  The  Commission  is  devoted  to  preserving  and 
protecting  the  City’s  natural  environment  through  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  the  Wetland 
Protection  Act  and  River  Protection  Acts  (MGL  Chapter  131  Section  40).  In  addition,  the  Commission 
advises  on  open  space  issues  pursuant  to  its  authority  under  the  Conservation  Commission  Act  (MGL 
Chapter  40  Section  8c). 

The  Commission  respectfully  submits  that  the  EENF  as  published  prevents  the  Commission  from  fully 
evaluating  the  proposed  development,  understanding  the  projected  impacts,  and  pursuing  appropriate 
mitigation  mechanisms  under  its  own  statutory  authority  as  well  as  in  partnership  with  the  City  of 
Somerville  and  various  state  agencies. 

The  Commission  is  pleased  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  EENF  related  to  drainage 
conditions  and  wetland  impacts. 

Phase  One  Waiver  Request 

The  project  summary  as  submitted  does  not  provide  sufficient  detail  on  stormwater  or  wetlands,  which  are 
key  areas  of  the  Commission’s  jurisdiction.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult  for  the  Commission  to  evaluate  the 
Proponent’s  request  for  a  waiver  on  the  grounds  that  (a)  the  potential  environmental  impacts  of  Phase 
One,  taken  alone,  are  insignificant;  and,  (b)  ample  and  unconstrained  infrastructure  facilities  and  services 
exist  to  support  Phase  One. 
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Chapter  1:  Protect  Summary 

In  Section  1.3  (Public  Realm  Plan),  the  Proponent  asserts  that  the  full  development  program  includes 
194,342  square  feet  of  open  space  (Table  1-2).  No  figures  or  diagrams  are  provided  in  the  EENF  to 
illustrate  the  proposed  open  space  layout.  Plaza  space  is  apparent  in  Figure  1-1 1,  but  despite  the  lack  of 
scale  on  this  program  illustration,  it  is  clear  that  this  plaza  space  represents  a  fraction  ofthe  4.5  acres 
claimed  by  the  Proponent  in  Table  1-2. 

Production  of  new  public  open  space  is  a  key  goal  ofthe  Conservation  Commission  and  the  broader 
Somerville  community,  and  the  EENF  as  prepared  does  not  sufficiently  articulate  the  Proponent’s  plan  to 
add  new  open  space  as  part  of  the  development  plan,  whether  in  Phase  One  or  at  full  buildout. 


Chapter  5;  Infrastructure 


A  key  deficiency  of  the  EENF  as  submitted  is  the  Proponent’s  lack  of  clarity  as  to  the  routing  of  proposed 
sewer  and  stormwater  flows.  No  figures  or  diagrams  are  provided  in  the  EENF  to  illustrate  the  proposed 
drainage  alignment.  Section  5.5.2  claims  that  the  Project  will  drain  to  the  Mystic  River  via  an  existing 
system  in  Foley  Street,  but  fails  to  specify  whether  this  implies  the  City’s  recently-constructed  72” 
stormwater  pipe  outfall  in  Draw  7  Park,  over  which  the  Conservation  Commission  has  specific 
jurisdiction  under  Orders  of  Conditions  applied  to  private  development  at  Assembly  Row. 


4.3 


Section  5.4  does  not  specify  which  local  sewer  would  receive  flows  from  the  Phase  1  project;  nor  does  it 
discuss  whether  sufficient  capacity  exists  in  the  downstream  sewer  trunk  line  to  handle  Phase  I  flows. 


Conclusion 


Given  these  concerns,  the  Somerville  Conservation  Commission  requests  additional  information  be 
required  of  the  Proponent  prior  to  consideration  of  any  Phase  One  Waiver  request. 

We  have  worked  diligently  in  the  planning  and  permitting  of  similarly-scaled  redevelopment  in  Assembly 
Square,  and  we  understand  that  private  investment  is  a  key  factor  in  the  City’s  ability  to  design,  construct 
and  maintain  its  stormwater,  sewer  and  open  space  infrastructure.  We  are  pleased  that  the  Proponent 
intends  to  build  a  project  that  appears  largely  consistent  with  the  City’s  adopted  Comprehensive  Plan  and 
district  plan  for  Assembly  Square.  We  look  forward  to  offering  more  meaningful  comments  upon  receipt 
of  additional  information. 


Sincerely, 

Mathias  Neuber,  Chair 

CC:  Mayor  Joseph  A.  Curtatone 

John  Long,  City  Clerk 
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City  of  Somerville,  Massachusetts 

Ma  yor  's  Office  of  Stra  tegic  Planning  &  Community  Development 

Joseph  A.  Curtatone 
Mayor 


Michael  F.Glavin 
Executive  Director 

| 

November  23,  2016 
Secretary  Matthew  Beaton 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  Holly  Johnson 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  MA  02114 

Re:  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  -  The  Office  and  Research 

Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly  fEEA  #  15595) 

Dear  Ms.  Johnson: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  submitted  Expanded  Environmental 
Notification  Form  (EENF)  for  the  proposed  "The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences 
at  Assembly”  project  (EEA  ft  15595),  dated  September  30,  2016  and  published  in  the  MEPA 
Environmental  Monitor  on  September  30,  2016. 

The  Project  as  proposed  is  broadly  consistent  with  our  community’s  vision  for  smart  growth  as 
articulated  in  the  City's  legally-adopted  Comprehensive  Plan;  adopted  Assembly  Square  district 
plan;  and  adopted  Capital  Investment  Plan.  The  City  looks  forward  to  subjecting  the  proposed 
Project  to  the  City’s  rigorous  permit  review  process,  under  which  the  City  addresses  a  diverse 
range  of  impacts  through  transparent  and  predictable  mitigation  mechanisms  at  the  local  level. 

Specific  comments  on  the  EENF  arc  as  follows: 

Land  Use  and  Design 

The  project  proposes  to  replace  roughly  4.5  acres  of  surface  parking  lots  with  more  productive 
land  uses,  including  office,  hotel,  residential  and  retail  uses  along  with  new  publicly-accessible 
open  space.  The  City  of  Somerville  supports  this  redevelopment  strategy,  which  will  advance 
the  City’s  goals  of  increasing  local  employment  opportunities,  diversifying  the  municipal  tax 
base,  and  creating  new  housing  opportunities  for  residents  of  diverse  income  levels. 
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The  City  of  Somerville’s  overall  land  use  policy  is  particularly  focused  on  promoting 
commercial  growth  to  add  daytime  jobs  to  our  community,  diversify  the  municipal  tax  base,  and 
leverage  investment  in  public  transit  service  such  as  the  recently-constructed  Orange  Line  station 
in  Assembly  Square.  Even  though  the  majority  of  the  Project's  full  buildout  for  its  residential 
program  is  included  in  Phase  One  as  proposed,  it  is  the  City’s  expectation  that  the  entirety  of  the 
street  grid  and  public  realm  plan  for  the  Project's  full  buildout  will  be  constructed  with  the  Phase 
One  buildings  in  order  to  facilitate  viable  pads  for  commercial  development  on  Block  22  and 
Block  23  that  are  ready  for  development  when  the  market  opportunity  presents  itself. 


5.2 


The  Somerville  Zoning  Ordinance  requires  new  development  to  produce  on-site  open  space 
accessible  to  the  public  to  address  a  severe  deficiency  of  public  open  space  citywide.  The 
current  requirement  is  for  25%  on-site  open  space,  including  1 2.5%  publicly-accessible  open 
space.  In  Chapter  1  of  the  EENF  (Project  Summary),  Table  1-2  suggests  that  194,342  square 
feet  of  open  space  will  be  produced  at  full  buildout,  which  would  represent  47.5%  of  the  Project 
site’s  408,592  square  foot  land  area.  The  EENF  does  not  appear  to  provide  any  more  detail 
about  how  this  calculation  was  derived,  and  illustrative  plans  included  as  Figures  1-6  through  1- 
1 5  do  not  include  enough  information  to  quantify  the  size  of  the  various  open  space  elements. 
The  City  of  Somerville  will  require  much  more  detail  to  address  on-site  open  space. 


5.3 


The  City  has  an  Inclusionary  Housing  Ordinance  that  requires  20%  of  on-site  residential  units  be 
permanently  reserved  for  low-  and  moderate-income  residents;  this  requirement  will  be  applied 
to  the  Phase  One  proposal  (resulting  in  30  new  affordable  units)  as  well  as  the  entire  buildout 
program  (resulting  in  1 4  additional  affordable  units).  The  City  also  implements  a  Housing 
Linkage  Ordinance,  which  requires  large  development  projects  to  pay  a  per-square  foot 
mitigation  fee  of  $5.15  per  foot  into  the  City’s  Affordable  Housing  Trust  Fund.  A  Jobs  Linkage 
Ordinance  is  in  the  adoption  process,  and  will  be  applied  to  all  phases  of  the  Project  to  help  fund 
workforce  development  efforts  locally. 


Wetlands.  Waterways  and  Tidelands 

The  City  of  Somerville  has  worked  tirelessly  in  partnership  with  state  agencies,  regional 
nonprofit  organizations,  and  private  developers  to  restore  and  celebrate  the  Mystic  River,  its 
wetlands  and  riparian  buffers.  At  Assembly  Row,  the  City  and  its  development  partners  have 
constructed  a  new  drainage  system  and  a  new  dedicated  72*’  stormwater  outfall  downstream  of 
the  Amelia  Earhardt  Dam.  That  system  was  permitted  under  the  Wetlands  Protection  Act,  and  is 
operated  in  accordance  with  an  Order  of  Conditions  prepared  by  the  Somerville  Conservation 
Commission. 

The  EENF  as  submitted  is  vague  in  its  description  of  whether  stormwater  will  flow  into  the 
Assembly  Row  system.  It  is  the  City’s  expectation  that  the  Proponent  will  provide  additional 
information  on  the  routing  of  stormwater  flows  and  specific  location  of  any  outfalls  to  allow  the 
Conservation  Commission  to  evaluate  the  proposal.  Section  5.5.2  of  the  EENF  lists  specific 
drainage  infrastructure  to  be  added  to  the  site  including  deep  sump  hooded  catchbasins  and  a 
water  quality  structure;  the  City  reserves  its  rights  to  review  proposed  specifications  and  apply 
conditions  in  local  permitting,  and  expects  that  the  Conservation  Commission  will  also  review 
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the  proposed  system  through  a  typical  Notice  of  Intent  process  and  apply  conditions  as 
appropriate. 


Wastewater 


The  EENF  indicates  that  the  Phase  One  project  would  contribute  50,420  gallons  per  day  (GPD) 
of  sewer  flow,  representing  a  net  increase  of 29,575  GPD  from  existing  conditions.  The  City  of 
Somerville  is  one  of  four  municipalities  in  the  MWRA  system  that  operates  combined  municipal 
sewers.  The  City  has  an  adopted  Stormwater  Policy  that  requires  developer  mitigation  for 
projected  increases  to  sewer  flows  at  a  4:1  reduction  ratio,  which  is  consistent  with  MassDEP 
best  practices. 


5.5 


As  a  condition  of  local  permitting,  the  Proponent  will  be  required  to  meet  this  policy  by 
identifying  and  eliminating  1 18,300  gallons  per  day  of  Inflow  /  Infiltration  into  Somerville’s 
system;  or,  by  providing  a  payment-in-lieu  at  a  rate  of  $  14.35  per  gallon  of  net  flow  increase.  At 
this  rate,  the  Proponent  would  be  required  to  pay  $424,401.25  ($14.35  *  29,575  gallons)  for 
Phase  One  as  proposed.  Wastewater  projections  for  later  phases  of  the  Project  are  not  included 
in  the  EENF  as  submitted;  the  City  would  enforce  its  Stormwater  Policy  on  later  phases  of  the 
Project  as  well. 


Stormwater 


The  EENF  describes  how  the  Project  will  be  designed  to  comply  with  the  standards  of  the 
Massachusetts  Stormwater  Handbook.  Municipal  permitting  of  the  Project  will  require 
compliance  with  the  City  of  Somerville’s  Stormwater  Policy,  which  requires  new  development 
to  address  water  quality  as  well  as  reducing  I  /las  described  above. 

Transportation 


Reducing  automobile  mode  share  is  an  overarching  policy  goal  of  the  City  of  Somerville,  and  is 
essential  to  meeting  our  ambitious  environmental  goal  of  becoming  a  carbon-neutral  city. 
Reducing  automobile  mode  share  also  advances  the  City’s  social  equity,  public  safety  and 
economic  development  goals  captured  in  the  City’s  adopted  Comprehensive  Plan.  The  City 
intends  to  become  the  most  walkable,  bikeable  and  transit-accessible  city  in  America. 


The  City  of  Somerville  requires  large  development  projects  to  implement  Transportation 
Demand  Management  (TDM)  measures.  As  noted  on  page  17  of  the  EENF,  a  Transportation 
Management  Association  (TMA)  is  currently  being  formed  for  Assembly  Square  as  a  condition 
of  development  permits  for  other  large  development  applications  in  the  district.  The  Proponent 
commits  to  joining  this  TMA,  but  the  specifics  of  that  membership  are  not  described.  The  City 
of  Somerville  looks  forward  to  working  with  the  Proponent  to  more  clearly  articulate  the  scale  of 
this  commitment,  the  timing  of  its  implementation,  and  the  performance  measures  to  ensure  its 
success  in  reducing  automobile  mode  share  associated  with  both  Phase  One  and  the  full  buildout 
of  the  Project. 


5.7 
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The  Proponent  notes  on  page  20  of  Appendix  1  that  sidewalks  will  connect  the  Project  buildings 
to  other  commercial  buildings  in  the  Assembly  Square  area.  The  EENF  is  unclear  on  when  these 
mitigation  measures  would  be  implemented.  The  City  of  Somerville  requires  developers  to 
construct  accessible  sidewalks  meeting  its  specifications  both  on-site  and  off-site.  It  is  the  City’s 
expectation  that  the  entirety  of  the  street  grid  and  public  realm  plan  including  sidewalks  for  the 
Project’s  full  buildout  will  be  constructed  with  the  Phase  One  buildings.  Upon  completion,  our 
expectation  is  that  quality  of  the  public  realm  on  the  Project  site  will  be  of  comparable  quality  to 
the  public  realm  in  the  adjacent  Assembly  Row  development. 

The  Proponent  commits  on  page  1 6  of  the  EENF  to  building  new  bicycle  infrastructure  in  the 
Project  area,  including  bikeshare  facilities.  The  City  of  Somerville  is  a  member  of  the  regional 
Hubway  bikeshare  system,  and  the  Proponent  will  be  required  to  provide  one  or  more  bikeshare 
stations  to  reduce  automobile  mode  share. 

The  EENF  notes  on  page  20  of  Appendix  1  that  the  Project  will  install  high-visibility  crosswalks, 
bike  boxes  and  colored  bike  lanes,  wayfinding  signage  and  both  short-  and  long-term  bicycle 
storage  facilities.  The  EENF  is  unclear  on  when  these  mitigation  measures  would  be 
implemented.  The  City  of  Somerville  has  extensive  experience  designing,  installing  and 
maintaining  on-street  bicycle  lanes  and  intersection  treatments  including  bike  boxes.  We  look 
forward  to  reviewing  proposed  locations  and  specifications  of  these  treatments  to  ensure  that 
cyclists  of  all  ages  and  abilities  can  benefit  from  these  measures  as  they  travel  to  and  through  the 
Project  site. 

The  Proponent  notes  that  signal  timing  adjustments  at  various  City-  and  state-controlled 
intersections  will  be  implemented  by  the  Project.  The  City  looks  forward  to  specific  discussions 
about  the  details  of  these  proposals,  and  would  work  collaboratively  to  evaluate  Multimodal 
Level-of-Service  (MMLOS)  to  ensure  that  any  adjustments  serve  the  needs  of  all  travel  modes, 
not  just  automobiles. 

Multimodal  safety  is  a  priority  of  the  City  of  Somerville.  The  complex  intersection  of  1-93,  MA 
Route  38  and  MA  Route  28  is  a  high-crash  location  according  to  MassDOT.  A  Road  Safety 
Audit  was  performed  for  MassDOT  in  September  2015  with  City  participation,  and  identified 
numerous  interventions  that  should  be  investigated  to  improve  safety.  MassDOT  has  scheduled 
a  follow-up  RSA  for  this  location  in  December  2016,  and  the  City  of  Somerville  looks  forward 
to  participating  in  that  process  to  expand  on  the  work  performed  in  2015. 

Parkins 


The  City  of  Somerville  understands  that  building  off-street  parking  creates  a  direct  incentive  for 
increased  automobile  mode  share.  We  are  striving  to  ensure  that  transit-oriented  development 
projects  have  adequate  but  not  excessive  parking.  The  EENF  does  not  provide  sufficient 
information  for  the  City  to  determine  whether  the  proposed  parking  counts  for  Phase  One  or  for 
the  full  buildout  will  strike  this  fine  balance  and  meet  the  City’s  goals.  We  will  work 
collaboratively  through  any  local  permitting  process  to  balance  the  need  for  parking  to  achieve 
our  commercial  goals  with  the  need  to  limit  parking  to  achieve  our  mode  share  goals. 


5.10 


Page  5  of  5 
Air  Quality 


The  EENF  provides  a  greenhouse  gas  analysis,  but  does  not  specifically  address  the  public  health 
impacts  of  air  pollution  from  transportation  sources.  The  City  of  Somerville  has  a  long-standing 
research  partnership  with  Tufts  University  and  several  local  community-based  organizations  to 
evaluate  and  mitigate  the  health  impacts  of  fine  particulate  and  ultrafine  particulate  vehicle 
emissions.  The  Project  site  is  within  close  proximity  to  Interstate  93,  which  carries  more  than 
200,000  vehicles  per  day.  The  City  of  Somerville  will  require  the  applicant  to  provide 
appropriate  air  quality  mitigation  for  occupants  of  the  buildings  on  the  Project  site  due  to  their 
proximity  to  the  highway. 


Summary 

In  summary,  the  City  of  Somerville  is  optimistic  that  the  Project  site  is  an  ideal  location  for  the 
types  of  high-intensity,  transit-oriented  commercial  and  mixed  use  development  that  will  help 
our  City  realize  the  ambitious  job-creation  and  commercial  tax  base  generation  goal  envisioned 
in  its  adopted  Comprehensive  Plan.  Assembly  Square  is  a  blossoming  regional  employment 
center  with  excellent  accessibility  to  rapid  transit  and  the  regional  open  space  amenities  of  the 
Mystic  River  basin.  We  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  with  the  Proponent  and  the  MEPA 
office  to  ensure  that  this  proposal  is  consistent  with  local  and  statewide  priorities. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  proposal. 


Sincerely, 


Brad  Rawson 

Director,  Transportation  &  Infrastructure 

Mayor’s  Office  of  Strategic  Planning  &  Community  Development 


. 
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Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority 

Charlestown  Navy  Yard 
100  First  Avenue,  Building  39 
Boston,  MA  02129 


Frederick  A.  Laskey 
Executive  Director 

Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

100  Cambridge  St,  Suite  900 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnson 

Boston,  MA  02114 

Subject:  EOEEA  #15595-  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form 

The  Office  and  Research  and  Residences  at  Assembly,  Somerville,  MA 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

The  Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Authority  (MWRA)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (EENF)  for  The  Office  and 
Research  and  Residences  at  Assembly  (the  “Project”)  in  Somerville,  MA.  Somerville  Office 
Associates  Limited  Partnership  (the  “Proponent”)  proposes  to  construct  a  mixed  use 
development  on  an  approximately  9.4-aere  parcel  located  at  5  Middlesex  Avenue  in  the  City  of 
Somerville  (the  “Project”).  The  Project  is  bounded  by  Middlesex  Avenue  and  Route  93  to  the 
west;  the  Assembly  Row  shopping  center  to  the  north;  Grand  Union  Boulevard,  retail  and 
restaurant  uses,  new  parking  structures  and  the  Assembly  MBTA  Orange  Line  to  the  east;  and  a 
shopping  center  primarily  occupied  by  Home  Depot  to  the  south  (the  “Site”).  An  existing  4-floor 
office  building  at  the  corner  of  Mystic  Avenue  and  Middlesex  Avenue  will  remain. 

The  Project  will  be  constructed  in  four  phases.  Phase  One  includes  a  5-floor,  188-key 
hotel  and  a  15-floor,  147-unit  residential  building  adjacent  to  Foley  Street,  Phase  One  also 
includes  retail  uses  at  the  ground  level  along  Foley  Street  and  facing  the  Site's  central  open 
space,  and  will  be  served  by  233  surface  and  subsurface  parking  spaces.  Phase  Two  involves  the 
construction  of  a  240-foot  high,  1 8-floor  mixed-use  building  which  will  have  approximately 
3 1,000  square  feet  (sf)  of  retail  space  on  the  first  floor  of  a  five-floor  retail  and  parking  podium, 
541  parking  spaces  on  floors  2  through  5,  and  approximately  480,000  sf  of  Class  A  office  and/or 
biotech  office  and  lab  space  in  a  14-floor  tower  sitting  atop  the  podium.  Phase  Three  involves 
construction  of  a  19-floor  mixed-use  building  with  approximately  16.000  sf  of  retail  space  on  the 
first  floor,  four  levels  of  parking  supporting  735  vehicles,  and  approximately  596,000  square  feet 
of  office  and  innovation  space  on  the  remaining  14  levels.  Phase  Four  will  entail  the 
construction  of  a  five-story  apartment  building  that  will  include  80,000  square  feet  of  residential 
space  in  72  units  and  have  a  garage  level  supporting  100  spaces.  The  ground  floor  level  of  the 
Phase  Four  building  will  include  16,000  square  feet  of  retail  space. 

MWRA  comments  focus  on  issues  related  to  stormwater  and  wastewater  flows 
emphasizing  the  need  for  infiltration  and  inflow  (“I/I”)  removal,  discharge  permitting  from  the 
Toxic  Reduction  and  Control  (TRAC)  Group  and  8(m)  permitting  from  the  Water  Operations 
Group. 


November  10,2016 


Telephone:  (617)  242-6000 
Fax:  (617)  788-4899 
TTY:  (617)  788-4971 


(*)  Printed  on  100%  Recycled  Paper 


Stormwater 


The  Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form  (the  “EENF”)  reports  that  the  Project 
“will  connect  to  the  existing  storm  drainage  system  in  Foley  Street,  which  is  tributary  to  the 
existing  storm  drain  system  that  eventually  outlets  to  the  Mystic  River.”  By  this,  and  without  the 
benefit  of  any  utility  plans  in  the  EENF,  MWRA  understands  that  the  Project’s  stormwater  will 
be  conveyed  through  the  Assembly  Row’s  storm  drain  trunk  and  72-inch  outlet  to  the  Mystic 
River.  The  Proponent  should  confirm  that  all  stormwater  generated  on  the  Site,  including 
stormwater  generated  for  the  Phase  One  portion  of  the  Project,  will  be  conveyed  to  the  72-inch 
Assembly  Row  outlet,  and  that  no  Project  stormwater  will  be  conveyed  to  any  storm  drain 
system  in  Mystic  Avenue  or  Middlesex  Avenue  or  to  any  other  storm  drain  system  that  connects 
to  a  sanitary  sewer  or  combined  sewer,  including  MWRA’s  Somerville-Marginal  Conduit. 

The  Somerville  Marginal  Conduit  conveys  combined  sewage  overflows  (“CSO”)  from  MWRA’s 
Somerville-Marginal  CSO  Treatment  Facility  to  permitted  CSO  outfalls  at  the  Mystic  River. 

The  Proponent  should  present  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (“DEIR”)  detailed  plans 
of  existing  and  proposed  stormwater  systems  within  the  Project  Site  and  from  the  Site  to  the 
Mystic  River  outlet(s). 


6.1 


Wastewater 


The  EENF’s  MEPA  form,  page  2,  reports  that  the  full-build  Project  will  increase 
wastewater  flow  by  1 1 8,300  gallons  per  day  (gpd)  to  a  total  wastewater  flow  from  the  site  of 
162,765  gpd.  The  form  reports  an  existing  wastewater  flow  of  44,465  gpd,  while  page  5-5  of  the 
EENF  report  states,  “(t)he  existing  uses  have  a  total  flow  of  approximately  20,665  gallons  per 
day.”  The  Proponent  should  include  in  the  DEIR  a  detailed  description  of  existing  uses  and 
respective  existing  flows,  along  with  the  basis  for  and  calculation  of  existing  flows.  On  page  5- 
5,  the  report  seems  to  indicate  that  Phase  One  will  increase  wastewater  flows  by  29,575  gpd  (of 
the  1 18,300  gpd  total  increase  mentioned  above). 

The  Project’s  wastewater  flows  will  discharge  by  way  of  City  of  Somerville  sewers  to 
MWRA’s  Sonierville-Medford  Branch  Sewer  (the  “MWRA  sewer”).  The  MWRA  sewer 
conveys  flows  from  separate  sanitary  sewers  serving  parts  of  Medford  and  from  separate  sanitary 
sewers  and  combined  sanitary  and  stormwater  sewers  serving  pails  of  Somerville.  The  flows  are 
conveyed  to  MWRA’s  Cambridge  Branch  Sewer,  which  in  turn  conveys  flows  to  MWRA’s 
DeLauri  Pump  Station  in  Charlestown,  where  the  flows  are  pumped  into  MWRA’s  North 
Metropolitan  sewer  system  for  transport  to  the  Deer  Island  Treatment  Plant.  Due  to  high 
infiltration  and  inflow  (“I/I”)  volumes  entering  tributary  community  systems,  together  with 
stormwater  collected  by  community  combined  sewers,  flows  can  exceed  the  capacities  of  the 
MWRA  sewer  and  downstream  MWRA’s  facilities  and  contribute  to  system  surcharging  and 
overflows,  including  CSOs  to  the  Mystic  River,  in  large  storms. 

The  Project’s  new  wastewater  flow  (Phase  I  and  each  of  the  other  phases)  is  expected  to 
contribute  to  more  frequent  and/or  larger  treated  CSO  discharges  at  the  nearby  Somerville- 
Marginal  CSO  Treatment  Facility  if  the  Project’s  wastewater  flows  are  not  offset  with  I/I 
removal.  To  ensure  that  the  Project’s  new  wastewater  flow  does  not  increase  surcharging  and 
overflows  in  large  storms  and  does  not  compromise  the  environmental  benefits  of  MWRA’s 
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recently  completed  $907  million  CSO  control  program,  including  water  quality  benefits  for  the 
Mystic  River,  the  Proponent  should  fully  mitigate  the  Project’s  potential  wastewater  flow 
impacts  with  I/I  removal  in  compliance  with  Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 
Protection  (“MassDEP”)  regulation  and  in  accordance  with  City  of  Somerville  1/1  policy. 

The  DEIR  should  describe  the  I/I  removal  plan  and  how  that  plan  will  avoid  increasing  sewer 
system  overflows  to  MWRA’s  Somerville  Marginal  Facility  and  the  Mystic  River. 

Phase  1  Waiver  Request 

MWRA’s  stormwater  and  wastewater  comments  above  apply  to  each  Project  phase  and 
the  Project  as  a  whole.  Additional  information  is  needed  to  be  able  to  assess  the  potential  for 
impacts  of  Phase  One’s  stormwater  flows  and  additional  wastewater  flows  on  the  performance  of 
MWRA  wastewater  facilities,  or  to  confirm  the  avoidance  or  mitigation  of  potential  impacts. 
Among  other  mitigation  needs,  the  additional  wastewater  flows  from  Phase  One  should  be  offset 
with  I/I  removal  in  compliance  with  MassDEP  regulation. 

TRAC  Discharge  Permitting 

The  discharge  of  groundwater  to  the  sanitary  sewer  system  associated  with  this  Project  is 
prohibited  pursuant  to  360  C.M.R.  10.023(1)  because  the  proponent  has  access  to  discharge  via 
separate  storm  sewer  drains.  The  Proponent  acknowledges  in  the  EENF  that  they  will  pursue  a 
NPDES  General  Permit  for  Construction  discharges. 

If  a  commercial  company  moves  into  the  Research  Center  and  occupies  the  proposed 
biotech  laboratory  space(s)  and  opts  to  discharge  laboratory  wastewater,  and/or  photo  processing 
wastewater  to  the  sanitary  sewer  system,  it  must  apply  for  an  MWRA  Sewer  Use  Discharge 
Permit.  For  assistance  in  obtaining  this  permit,  the  Proponent  should  contact  Mr.  Ken 
Cunningham,  Industrial  Coordinator  in  the  TRAC  Group  at  (61 7)  305-5623.  Please  note  that  this 
permit  is  required  prior  to  the  discharge  of  laboratory  wastewater,  and/or  photo  processing 
wastewater  into  the  MWRA  sanitary  sewer  system. 

Once  the  hotel  is  completed  and  if  the  Owner  intends  to  operate  a  laundry  on  the 
premises,  an  MWRA  Sewer  Use  Discharge  Permit  will  be  required  for  the  discharge  of  laundry 
effluent  into  the  sanitary  sewer  system.  If  necessary,  Mr.  Cunningham  can  also  assist  the 
Proponent  in  obtaining  this  permit  as  it  must  be  issued  prior  to  the  discharge  of  any  laundry 
wastewater  into  the  MWRA  sanitary  sewer  system. 

Lastly,  the  Project  must  comply  with  360  C.M.R.  10.016,  if  the  Proponent  intends  to 
install  gas/oil  separators  in  all  of  the  proposed  parking  garages.  In  addition  to  complying  with 
360  C.M.R.  1 0.000,  the  Owner  must  conform  to  the  regulations  of  the  Board  of  State  Examiners 
of  Plumbers  and  Gas  Fitters,  248  C.M.R.  2.00  (State  Plumbing  Code),  and  all  other  applicable 
laws.  The  installation  of  the  proposed  gas/oil  separators  will  require  MWRA  approval  and  may 
not  be  back  filled  until  inspected  and  approved  by  the  MWRA  and  the  Local  Plumbing  Inspector. 
For  assistance  in  obtaining  an  inspection,  the  Proponent  should  contact  Steve  Howard,  Source 
Coordinator  within  the  TRAC  Group  at  (617)  305-5675. 
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Section  8  (m)  Permitting 

Section  8  (m)  of  Chapter  372  of  the  Acts  of  1984,  MWRA’s  Enabling  Legislation,  allows 
the  MWRA  to  issue  permits  to  build,  construct,  excavate,  or  cross  within  or  near  an  easement  or 
other  property  interest  held  by  the  MWRA,  with  the  goal  of  protecting  Authority-owned 
infrastructure.  Although  the  EENF  does  not  mention  the  need  for  an  MWRA  Section  8(m) 
permit,  there  is  a  possibility  that  the  Project  will  need  an  8  (m)  permit  when  the  final  design  is 
complete.  MWRA  staff  can  assist  the  Proponent  in  determining  if  the  construction  activity 
associated  with  the  Project  extends  close  enough  to  impact  MWRA’s  Low'  Service  Water 
Pipelines,  specifically  Section  86  located  within  Mystic  Avenue  and  Middlesex  Avenue,  and/or 
MWRA’s  Somerville-Medford  Branch  Sewer  in  Mystic  Avenue.  For  further  assistance 
regarding  MWRA’s  8  (m)  permitting  process,  the  Proponent  should  contact,  respectively,  Mr. 
Ralph  Francesconi  in  the  Water  Operations  Permitting  Group  at  (617)  305-5827  and  Mr.  Kevin 
McKenna  in  the  Wastewater  Operations  Permitting  Group  at  (617)  305-5956. 


Sincerely, 


Marianne  Connolly 
Senior  Program  Manager 
Environmental  Review  and  Compliance 


cc:  Solomon  Wondimu,  MWRA  E&C 

David  Kubiak,  MWRA  E&C 
Kattia  Thomas,  MWRA  TRAC 
Ralph  Francesconi,  MWRA  Water  Permitting 
Kevin  McKenna,  MWRA  Wastewater  Permitting 
Kevin  Brandon,  DEP 
Christine  McVay,  Fort  Point  Associates 

C:MEPA:155950fficeResearchResidencesAssembleSomervilleEENF.docx 
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November  23, 2016  , 

Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office 

Analyst:  Holly  Johnson 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  MA  02114 

RE:  EENF  for  The  Office  and  Research  Center  and  the  Residences  at  Assembly  -  MEPA  #15595 
Dear  Mr.  Beaton, 

WalkBoston  is  a  501(c)(3)  non-profit,  pedestrian  advocacy  organization  that  makes  walking  safer  and  easier  in 
Massachusetts.  We  have  reviewed  the  EENF  and  offer  the  comments  below. 


The  Office  and  Research  Center  and  the  Residences  at  Assembly  is  located  on  a  9-acre  site  at  S  Middlesex 
Avenue,  Somerville,  in  close  walking  proximity  to  Assembly  Station  and  to  existing  residential  areas  of  East 
Somerville.  It  is  planned  to  become  an  integral  feature  of  the  massive  developments  already  taking  shape  in 
Assembly  Square.  Phase  1  of  the  proposed  Project  includes  a  188-room  hotel,  and  a  147-unit  residential 
building  with  6,000  sf  of  retail  space  on  the  ground  floor.  Later  phases  will  include  offices  and  residential  units. 
The  total  space  to  be  constructed  within  the  site  may  reach  2,000,000  sq  ft. 


We  are  concerned  that  the  proponent  has  not  offered  significant  changes  to  the  walking  environment,  except 
on  its  own  site.  The  nearby  Kensington  Underpass,  one  of  two  connections  between  residential  Somerville  and 
the  many  worksites  and  attractions,  should  become  its  focus  for  improvements.  The  proponent  has  suggested 
a  U-turn  that  would  complicate  pedestrian  crossings  at  the  underpass.  The  proponent  should  be  required  to 
develop  improvements  for  pedestrians  and  vehicles  at  the  underpass  in  an  integrated  way. 


7.1 


Recognizing  the  advantages  of  being  located  in  the  large  Assembly  Square  complex  of  developments,  the 
proponent  notes  that  walking  and  bicycling  through  Assembly  Square  and  on  the  paths  along  the  Mystic  River 
will  be  encouraged.  The  proponent  also  emphasizes  the  access  provided  to  the  site  by  public  transportation 
not  only  at  the  new  Orange  Line  rapid  transit  station,  but  also  on  bus  lines  located  nearby  on  Route  38  and  on 
Broadway  in  East  Somerville.  Access  to  public  transit  gives  significant  advantages  to  the  proponent's  proposed 
complex  of  both  office  and  residential  units  that  can  take  advantage  of  the  transportation  services 
concentrated  in  the  environs. 

The  proponent's  plan  includes  on-site  pedestrian  facilities  and  a  plaza  in  the  center  of  the  development.  The 
proponent  vows  that  improvements  to  pedestrian  and  bicycling  facilities  will  ensure  security  and  comfort  for 
those  walking  and  biking.  Part  of  these  improvements, will  be  a  significant  wayfinding  element  that  will  direct 
site  visitors  and  users  toward  significant  destinations,  show  walking  times,  and  including  public  transportation 
services.  The  proponent  also  hopes  to  link  the  fabric  of  this  new  district  to  neighboring  East  Somerville. 


The  Assembly  Square  complex  has  already  established  pedestrian  facilities  throughout  the  property  and 
highlights  the  riverside  park  and  paths  that  make  up  a  substantial  pedestrian  network.  The  proponent's  site 
will  be  able  to  take  advantage  of  those  improvements  and  link  into  them  at  appropriate  locations. 


The  basic  link  between  this  site  and  East  Somerville  is  the  neglected  underpass  of  1-93  at  Kensington  Street, 
which  has  not  been  updated  since  the  construction  of  the  highway.  The  proponent  should  take  a  leading  role 


7.2 


MAKING  MASSACHUSETTS  MORE  WALKABLE 
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in  the  upgrading  of  this  underpass,  to  bring  to  life  the  proponent's  laudable  goal  of  a  more  appropriate 
connection  into  the  surrounding  community.  Improvements  to  the  underpass  would  bring  about: 

1.  Improved  pedestrian  connections  from  East  Somerville  into  the  Assembly  Square  shopping  area  to 
reach  proliferating  new  shopping,  entertainment  and  work  locations. 

2.  Improved  pedestrian  connections  from  the  East  Somerville  neighborhoods  to  the  new  Orange  line 
rapid  transportation  station  at  Assembly  Square. 

3.  A  wayfinding  network  for  pedestrians  finding  their  way  into  and  through  the  complex  set  of 
developments  at  Assembly  Square. 

4.  Improved  pedestrian  connections  both  from  Assembly  Square  as  well  as  the  East  Somerville 
neighborhoods  to  the  public  transportation  routes  along  Route  38,  where  bus  stops  are  closer  than 
the  Assembly  Square  Orange  Line  Station. 

5.  Clear  routes  for  access  from  Assembly  Square  to  the  major  grocery  store  as  well  as  commercial  and 
public  sites  such  as  the  library  along  Broadway  in  East  Somerville. 

6.  A  walking  route  for  residents  of  East  Somerville  and  people  in  Assembly  Square  for  recreation  and 
healthy  daily  activities. 

7.  Implementation  of  major  goals  of  the  City  of  Somerville's  "Somervision"  program  which  looks  to 
increase  active  and  alternative  transportation  options,  reduce  congestion  and  promote  workplace- 
and  business-based  policies  and  incentives  to  encourage  changes  in  more  choice  and  to  expand  bike, 
pedestrian  and  public  transit  use. 

Improving  the  Kensington  Underpass  by  itself  is  insufficient  to  protect  users.  The  underpass,  which  connects 
East  Somerville  to  Assembly  Square  near  the  intersection  of  McGrath  Highway,  Fellsway,  Route  38  and  the  1-93 
southbound  onramp,  has  two  at-grade  street  crossings  where  pedestrians  must  cross  heavily  traveled  routes. 
The  two  crossings  have  painted  crosswalks  and  pedestrian-actuated  yellow  flashing  warning  lights.  More 
detailed  analysis  should  be  undertaken  to  assess  the  current  levels  of  safety  for  people  crossing  at  this 
location.  Projections  of  future  pedestrian  traffic  should  be  undertaken  to  analyze  whether  what  level  of 
additional  safety  measures  might  be  appropriate. 

Of  special  concern  is  the  proposal  by  the  proponent  of  this  project  that  there  should  be  a  U-tum  that  would 
allow  traffic  from  Assembly  Square  and  this  project  to  use  the  westbound  service  road  along  1-93  (called  Bailey 
Road)  to  reach  a  point  where  it  could  u-tum  into  the  eastbound  service  road  near  Route  28  to  provide  better 
access  from  Assembly  Square  to  1-93  southbound.  This  would,  according  to  the  proponent  help  by  "allowing 
vehicles  to  bypass  two  signals,  thereby  alleviating  congestion."  The  U-tum  would  provide,  in  essence,  a  fourth 
option  for  exiting  the  complex  and  reaching  1-93  southbound. 

However,  with  the  addition  of  this  U-tum,  people  trying  to  cross  at  the  Kensington  Underpass  crosswalk  will 
always  be  faced  with  oncoming  traffic  at  both  eastbound  and  westbound  service  roads  leading  into  and  out  of 
the  U-turn.  The  addition  of  traffic  to  the  two  service  roads  is  a  problem  for  the  pedestrians  using  existing 
Kensington  underpass  should  be  analyzed  in  terms  of  any  improvements  that  may  be  made  to  increase  its  use. 

Several  options  might  be  explored  to  alleviate  this  difficulty.  One  would  be  to  reduce  both  service  roads  on 
either  side  of  1-93  to  one  lane,  so  that  drivers  would  not  be  tempted  to  bypass  a  driver  who  is  yielding  to  a 
pedestrian  in  the  crosswalk.  That  option  might  be  sufficient  to  retain  the  un-signalized  crosswalk. 

We  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our  comments. 

Best  regards, 

Bob  Sloane  Brendan  Kearney 

Senior  Planner  Communications  Manager 
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114  Broadway*  Suite  112 
Somerville,  MA  02145 

www.eastsomervillernainsfreefs.org 


Project  Name:  The  Office,  Research  Center,  and  Residences 
5  Middlesex  Avenue,  Somerville,  MA.  RE:  EEA  15595 


Dear  Ms.  Johnson, 


I  would  like  to  submit  comments  in  regards  to  the  waver  requested  for  the  project  submitted  by 
RD  Management  LLC  at  Assembly  Row:  Office,  Research  Center  and  Residences.  We  met  with 
Michael  Ades,  Executive  Vice  President  of  RD  Management  and  with  representatives  of  his 
management,  architectural,  and  engineering  team  on  November  9th.  The  proposed  project  does 
not  have  any  explicit  community  benefits  detailed  in  it  at  the  moment. 


East  Somerville  Main  Streets  will  support  the  proponent's  request  for  the  waiver  if  they  agree  to 
provide  reaj  community  benefits  for  East  Somerville  residents,  future  residents  at  the  proposed 
residential  building  to  be  constructed,  and  for  guests  and  employees  of  the  proposed  hotel.  As 
mentioned  by  Ellin  Reisner,  the  most  important  community  benefit  is  the  improvement  of  the 
Kensington  Underpass  (under  1-93),  for  pedestrian  and  bicycle  passage  from  East  Somerville  (Stop 
and  Shop)  to  and  from  Assembly  Square  Development,  and  the  Orange  Line  MBTA  station.  The 
underpass  is  dangerous,  dark,  and  dirty. 

This  underpass  will  be  used  by  hundreds  of  people  to  go  to  and  from  work  and  school  into  East 
Somerville,  since  it  is  the  main  artery  connecting  both  sides  of  the  neighborhood.  The  developer 
should  work  with  the  community  to  carry  out  these  improvements,  and  should  agree  to  maintain 
the  improved  conditions  of  the  underpass. 


Another  community  benefit  for  this  project  would  be  providing  wayfinding  signage  at  the 
Kensington  underpass,  and  at  Lombardi  Way.  We  would  also  recommend  that  the  developer 
agrees  to  support  maintenance  and  cleaning  of  both  of  these  access  points  to  and  from  the 
Assembly  district. 


Another  condition  of  agreeing  to  the  waiver  is  to  require  the  developer  to  design  and  construct 
the  residential  building,  and  hotel  with  the  best  possible  air  filtration  systems  to  reduce  exposure 
to  excessive  mobile  pollution  from  1-93  traffic  by  working  with  community  residents,  the  Gty  of 
Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research 
team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 


8.3 


Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  waiver  request. 
Sincerely, 


\ 


Teresa  Vazquez-Dodero 
Executive  Director 


SMART  GROWTH  AND  REGIONAL  COLLABORATION 


metropolitan  arc  a  planniho  council 


November  23, 2016 

i 

Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 

Attention:  MEPA  Office  -  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  #  1 5595 

1 00  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston,  MA  021 14 

RE:  The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly,  MEPA  #15595 
Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

The  Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  (MAPC)  regularly  reviews  development  proposals  deemed  to  have 
regional  impacts  for  consistency  with  MetroFuture ,  the  regional  smart  growth  plan  for  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area,  and  other  impacts  on  the  environment,  i 

MAPC  is  particularly  interested  in  monitoring  the  development  that  takes  place  in  Assembly  Square  because  it 
is  contained  in  the  study  area  of  the  Lower  Mystic  Regional  Working  Group  (LMRWG) 
www. lowermvsticstudv.org.  The  LMRWG  is  a  comprehensive  regional  land  use  and  transportation  study  that 
was  required  by  your  office  as  part  of  the  Wynn  Casino  permitting.  Wynn  Casino,  MassDOT,  and  the  Ban- 
Foundation  are  fiinding  the  working  group.  MAPC  is  a  member,  along  with  the  cities  of  Everett,  Boston,  and 
Somerville.  In  addition,  MAPC  is  providing  some  of  the  staff  support  for  the  working  group,  particularly  in 
regard  to  deriving  policy  and  planning  recommendations  based  on  the  modeling  conducted  by  the  Central 
Transportation  Planning  Staff. 

The  overarching  goal  of  the  LMRWG  is  to  identify  the  likely  growth  that  will  occur  in  the  study  area  over  the 
next  25  years,  to  estimate  the  traffic  impacts  of  this  growth,  and  to  identify  transportation  and  land  use 
strategies  (both  infrastructure  improvements  and  public  policies)  to  minimize  and  mitigate  congestion  at  the 
local  and  regional  level. 

Although  the  study  is  not  yet  complete,  we  have  identified  tremendous  growth  occurring  in  this  area  — 
expected  growth  at  this  site,  additional  build-out  in  Assembly  Square,  growth  in  Sullivan  Square  and  other 
areas  of  Charlestown,  the  Wynn  Casino,  and  additional  growth  planned  close  by  in  other  parts  of  Somerville 
and  Everett  Only  a  truly  regional  approach  can  address  the  traffic  impacts  that  will  result  from  this 
development,  including  consistent  and  well-thought-out  policies  by  local  and  state  government,  working  in 
partnership.  While  additional  transportation  improvements  will  be  needed,  infrastructure  alone  will  not  address 
the  anticipated  increase  in  vehicle  trips.  The  mix  of  uses,  the  amount  of  parking  that  is  provided,  and  the 
transportation  demand  management  (TDM)  actions  that  property  owners  will  be  required  to  take,  are  critical  to 
addressing  the  problem. 

The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly  (the  Project)  is  a  four-phase  development 
located  on  an  approximately  9.4-acre  lot  within  Somerville's  Assembly  Square  area.  Somerville  Office 
Associates  Limited  Partnership  (the  Proponent)  proposes  to  develop  a  mixed-use  development  containing 
office,  retail,  restaurant,  hotel,  and  residential  uses  in  four  phases.  When  completed,  the  entire  Project  will 
comprise  roughly  1.7  million  square  feet  (sf)  of  development  as  follows: 

>  1,271,000  sf  of  office  uses; 

>  239,000  sf  residential  (219  units); 

>  188-room  hotel  (approximately  151,250  sf); 

>  86,000  sf  of  retail  uses; 

A  total  of  1,670  parking  spaces  are  proposed  and,  when  fully  complete,  the  site  is  forecast  to  generate  21,166 
daily  vehicular  trips. 
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However,  the  Proponent  does  not  have  firm  plans  for  the  latter  phases  of  the  site  and  is  requesting  a  Phase  1 
Waiver.  Phase  1  comprises  147  residential  units  (239,000  sf)  and  a  188-room  hotel  (approximately  151,250  sf). 
The  Phase  1  component  of  the  project  is  expected  to  generate  2,038  daily  weekday  trips,  with  130  trips  during 
the  morning  peak  hour  and  166  trips  during  the  evening  peak  hour.  On  a  Saturday,  Phase  1  is  expected  to 
generate  2,042  daily  trips.  The  Proponent  has  indicated  that  no  mitigation  is  proposed  as  part  of  Phase  1.  While 
the  EENF  indicates  that  Phase  1  will  be  served  by  233  parking  spaces  (147  residential  and  86  hotel),  the 
summary  plan  for  Phase  1  (Figure  1-7)  states  that  a  total  of 442  parking  spaces  are  required  for  Phase  1.  This 
appears  to  contradict  the  previously  mentioned  total  of  233  parking  spaces  for  Phase  1 .  The  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (DE1R)  needs  to  clarify  the  total  number  of  parking  spaces  proposed  for  Phase  1 . 
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In  addition  to  the  LMRWG  process,  MAPC  has  a  long-term  interest  in  reducing  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT) 
and  greenhouse  gas  (GHG)  emissions  per  the  Commonwealth's  statutory  obligation  to  meet  the  GHG 
reductions  of  the  Global  Wanning  Solution  Act  (GWSA)  —  25%  from  1990  levels  by  2020  and  by  80%  from 
1990  levels  by  2050. 


In  May  2016,  the  Massachusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Court  released  a  unanimous  decision  in  Kain  vs. 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP)  ordering  the  DEP  to  take  additional  measures  to 
implement  the  GWSA.  Specifically,  the  Court  held  that  DEP  must  impose  volumetric  limits  on  the  aggregate 
GHG  emissions  from  certain  types  of  sources,  and  that  these  limits  must  decline  on  an  annual  basis.  The  Kain 
decision  also  highlighted  that  the  transportation  sector  is  now  the  leading  source  of  GHG  emissions  in 
Massachusetts.  This  recent  ruling  reasserts  the  state’s  obligation  to  meet  these  GHG  reduction  goals. 

As  a  high  density  mixed-use  development  very  close  to  an  MBTA  rapid  transit  station,  the  Project  has  the 
potential  to  advance  these  transportation  and  greenhouse  gas  goals.  The  recommendations  outlined  below  are 
intended  to  help  this  project  to  reach  its  full  potential  to  encourage  a  greater  shift  of  single  occupant  vehicle 
(SOV)  auto  trips  to  transit,  bicycling,  or  walking.  Specifically,  our  key  recommendations  address  reducing  the 
overall  amount  of  parking,  developing  a  regional  transportation  mitigation  fund,  adding  mode  share  goals,  and 
developing  an  effective  monitoring  program.  Details  addressing  these  recommendations  are  outlined  as  follows: 


Park  in  e 

The  amount  of  parking  proposed  for  the  entire  project  should  be  reduced  by  at  least  50%.  Given  that  the  site  is 
a  less  than  a  5-minute  walk  to  both  the  Assembly  Square  Orange  Line  Station  and  the  stores  and  restaurants  at 
Assembly  Row,  there  is  a  strong  ability  for  people  to  live  and  work  car-free  at  this  site.  The  biggest 
determinant  of  whether  people  will  use  an  automobile  is  the  amount  of  free  parking  provided  at  both  the  origin 
and  destination.  Therefore,  reducing  the  amount  of  parking  provided  is  the  most  effective  strategy  to  reduce 
auto  trips. 


Furthermore,  it  is  likely  that  a  shared  parking  program  few  the  Phase  1  component  of  the  project  could  be 
implemented  by  the  Proponent  in  coordination  with  the  planned  office  development  in  Phases  2, 3  and  4. 
The  significant  potential  for  shared  parking,  coupled  with  the  sites’  close  proximity  to  rapid  transit  and 
retail/restaurant  amenities,  make  a  strong  case  to  reduce  the  overall  amount  of  residential  parking. 

Another  strategy  to  discourage  auto  use  for  the  residential  development  is  to  uncouple  the  parking  from  the 
housing  unit  lease  or  sale,  and  to  charge  the  tenant  a  monthly  or  annual  fee  to  park  a  vehicle  at  the  site. 


MAPC  requests  that  the  Section  61  Findings  require  the  Proponent  to  reduce  the  overall  amount  of  free 
residential  parking  provided  on  site,  which  could  be  accomplished  through  working  with  the  City  of 
Somerville  to  reduce  parking  requirements,  developing  a  shared  parking  program,  and  charging  for  the  use  of 
on-site  parking.  All  three  steps  are  essential  to  success. 

Regional  Transportation  Mitigation  Fund 

In  light  of  the  tremendous  growth  occurring  in  this  area,  a  mitigation  fund  should  be  established  by  the 
Commonwealth  and  the  municipalities  in  the  area  to  support  regional  transportation  improvements.  The  funds 
could  support  improvements  to  MBTA  bus  or  rapid  transit  service;  regional  roads,  highways,  and  bridges; 
major  bicycle  and  pedestrian  infrastructure;  the  regional  Hubway  bicycle  share  system;  or  other  improvements 
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jointly  agreed  upon  by  the  Proponent,  municipalities,  and  MassDOT.  There  is  precedent  for  such  a  I  9.3 

transportation  mitigation  fee  established  through  the  MEPA  process.  One  such  precedent  is  the  Wynn 
Casino’s  commitment  to  improving  Orange  Line  service.  Another  is  the  recent  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  among  Boston  Properties,  the  City  of  Cambridge,  the  Cambridge  Redevelopment  Authority,  the 
MBTA,  and  MassDOT,  under  which  Boston  Properties  will  contribute  a  transit  improvement  fee  to  support 
MBTA  service  improvements. 

One  great  value  of  establishing  such  a  fund  is  that  it  ensures  that  all  future  developers  will  contribute  according 
to  reasonable  and  equitable  rules  to  mitigate  the  impacts  of  their  projects,  rather  than  saddling  the  fust,  the  last, 
or  the  largest  project  with  all  of  most  of  the  responsibility.  Such  a  Kind,  and  the  rules  guiding  contributions  to 
it,  can  provide  predictability  to  developers,  while  ensuring  full  mitigation  of  negative  impacts. 


Mode  Share  Goals  and  Monitoring  Program 

MAPC  expects  that  the  Proponent  will  clearly  define  mode  share  goals  (vehicular,  bus,  shuttle.  Orange  Line, 
bicycling,  and  walking),  commit  to  conduct  monitoring  and  reporting,  and  agree  to  adjust  the  Project’s  TDM 
program  as  necessary  based  on  the  results  of  the  monitoring  for  the  project  as  a  whole. 
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City  of  Somerville  Requirements 

MAPC  expects  the  Proponent  will  comply  with  the  City  of  Somerville’s  mandatory  on-site  affordable  housing 
requirement,  which  will  total  20%  of  the  residential  unit  count  under  the  City’s  Inclusionary  Zoning  ordinance. 
Affordable  units  are  a  critical  mechanism  to  reduce  the  number  of  cars,  vehicle  trips,  and  GHG  emissions. 
According  to  the  study.  Maintaining  Diversity  in  America 's  Transit  Rich  Neighborhoods ',  “people  of  color, 
low-income  households  and  renters  are  all  more  likely  to  use  transit  than  the  average  American  (page  2).” 
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MAPC  is  also  pleased  that,  in  working  with  the  City  of  Somerville,  the  Proponent  will  participate  in  the 
Assembly  Square  Transportation  Management  Association  (TMA)  established  by  Federal  Realty  Investment 
Trust  and  Partners  Health  Care. 


In  order  to  minimize  adverse  impacts  and  to  keep  the  Commonwealth  on  track  in  meeting  its  regulatory  and 
statutory  goals,  MAPC  respectfully  requests  that  you  require  the  Proponent  to  address  MAPC’s 
recommendations  and  questions  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  as  well  as  part  of  the 
forthcoming  Section  61  Findings. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Project 


Executive  Director 


cc:  Mayor  Joseph  A.  Curtatone,  City  of  Somerville 

George  Proakis,  City  of  Somerville 
David  Mohler,  MassDOT 


1  Prepared  by  the  Dukakis  Center  for  Urban  and  Regional  Policy;  Stephanie  Pollack,  Barry  Bluestone,  Chase 
Billingham;  October  2010. 

httn://www.northcastern.edu/dukakiscenfer/transDorlation/transit-oriented-devcloprnent/maintaining-diversitv-in- 

amerieas-transit-rich-neighborhoods 
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email  letters  to  Holly  Johnson  *  holly. s.  Johnson© 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs  (EEA) 

100  Cambridge  St.,  Suite  900  (9th  Floor) 

Attn:  MEPA  Office 
Boston  MA,  02114 

Dear  Ms.  Holly  Johnson; 

I  understand  that  the  developer  of  5  Middlesex  Ave,.an  area  adjacent  to  the  Assembly  Row 
project  (Federal  REIT)  is  seeking  to  obtain  a  waiver  under  MEPA  (Massachusetts  Environmental 
Protection  Act)  in  order  to  continue  a  new  phase  of  development  in  the  Assembly  Row/Square 
area  of  Somerville,  MA  bounded  by  the  Mystic  River,  Broadway,  Rt.  #38,  and  Rt.  tt 93  in  that 
city. 

As  an  city-appointed  member  of  the  Civic  Advisory  Committee  entrusted  with  overseeing 
redevelopment  in  Union  Square,  I  am  opposed  to  this  waiver  or  fast-tracking  construction, 
especially  if  it  endangers  the  environment. 

The  Assembly  Row  location  occupies  the  former  Ford  Motor  Company  Assembly  Facility  which 
included  railroad  yards  and  other  industrial  -  possibly  Brownfield  hazards. 

As  I  refer  to  the  Mass  Energy  and  Environmental  Justice  webpage: 

Five  Year  Consolidated  Plan  2008-2013 
Section  Four:  Parks  &  Open  Space 
City  of  Somerville 


February ,2008  [::t y. \\.v.\v:cr.j:ipr 'i;cv; y^S%Uv>\H\‘J.VV  -UjV. 
:*>V 2\».v  .  >  •(. /  2;  »S: •  y.\.  .  :!  p  ■ :] 


I  notice  Map  ft 3  -  Distribution  of  Low-Income  Children  in  Relation  to  Open  Space  on  page 
ftl40.  In  keeping  with  the  Neighborhood  Plan  for  Somerville  and  the  recent  efforts  to  re¬ 
evaluate  the  city's  zoning  laws,  various  groups  including  Union  United  and  Somerville  Green  & 
Open  Spaces  have  continually  stressed  the  need  to  preserve  and  enhance  our  environment  in 
this  mostly  industrialized  and  motorized  landscape.  Tufts  University  has  been  monitoring  the 
damaging  effects  of  increased  traffic  in  this  area  which  is  among  the  most  densely  populated 
regions  of  the  United  States.  In  addition,  the  Mystic  River  Corridor  Project 
( 1 1) i/J no.;  p;  sit ojJ'Jiz f.v.jj t/f s! ■:  \ / Vh •*:  ? .  I > ' -? s t.l- v.i .  Oc t ob e:  20QS  .od r . 
has  been  examining  the  environmental  justice  populations  (Map  ft5)  and  other  issues  related  to 
this  important  natural  asset. 

The  latest  phase  of  Assembly  Row  Development  is  looking  to  obtain  a  waiver  which  would  allow 
further  construction  without  requiring  that  adequate  consideration  be  provided  for  green  and 
open  space.  A  number  of  Massachusetts  environmental  justice  websites  listed  below  have 
designated  the  Mystic  River  as  an  area  for  environmental  consideration.  In  view  of  this 
designation,  I  feel  we  must  avoid  undue  haste  in  approving  further  construction  until  this 
matter  can  be  adequately  investigated  especially  in  light  of  the  restrictions  and  community 
benefits  agreements  which  the  citizens  are  presently  engaged  in  establishing  for  all 
development  in  the  city  of  Somerville  in  order  to  protect  thelnterests  of  residents  and  small 
business  owners  in  this  area  for  the  immediate  and  long-range  future. 
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Cordially, 


fr.  Richard/ G.  Carrara  Ed.D. 

Somerville  Catholic  Collaborative  (St.  Joe's/St  Ann's  &  SL  Catherine's  Churches  J 
Somerville  Civic  Advisory  Committee  Member 


Patronage  of  St.  Joseph 

264  Washington  Stroot  -  Union  Square 

Somerville,  MA.  02143-3313 


Tel:  (6171-666  4140  or  2067 
Cell:  (7741-269-2256 
e-mall:  frcurran@hotmoll.com 
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November  23, 2016 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Hollv  Johnson.  MEPA  Analyst 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114  1 

Re:  Opposition  to  EEA  #15595 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton  &  Analyst  Johnson: 


While,  on  first  blush,  “The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  the  Residences  at  Assembly” 
(EEA  #15595)  appears  to  be  consistent  with  the  long  term  goals  and  vision  for 
Somerville  and  Assembly  Square,  a  closer  examination  has  inspired  me  to  write  and 
express  my  opposition  to  all  phases  of  the  project  in  its  current  form  and  opposition  to 
any  sort  of  waiver  that  would  expedite  this  mistake. 


My  greatest  concern  is  the  intent  to  locate  one  of  the  residential  structures  (Bock  25)  as 
close  to  Interstate  93  and  Mystic  Avenue  as  possible.  Abundant  research  is  now 
available  that  documents  that  severe  impact  of  automobile  pollution,  in  particular  ultra- 
fine  particulate  matter  for  which  there  exists  710  federal  regulations  but  which  we  also 
know  falls  of  logarithmically  with  distance,  meaning  that  a  different  plan  that  was 
cognizant  of  this  science  and  the  related  health  risks  could  spare  the  inhabitants  of  the 
intended  apartments  the  worst  impacts. 
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Additionally,  it  is  my  opinion  that  what  the  developer  has  called  “on-grade  green  space” 
is  little  more  than  wide  sidewalks,  a  glorified  crosswalk  and  pedestrian  cul-de-sacs  that 
will  both  prove  to  be  essentially  private  in  the  long  run  and  do  nothing  to  facilitate 
access  to  the  real  greenspaces  in  the  area:  the  river  front  and  Draw  7  park. 


Related  to  my  greatest  concern  is  the  issue  that  will  be  most  direct  and  obvious  to  the 
rest  of  Assembly  Square  and  abutters  is  the  increased  traffic  generated  from  the  plan, 
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projected  at  over  18,000  trips/day  and  I  would  like  to  see  a  more  robust  and  integrated 
approach  to  traffic  management  for  the  entire  Assembly  Square  district  as  a  whole. 


11.3 


Finally,  while  I  am  not  certain  of  the  specifics  of  the  legal  structure  or  partners  in  this 
development,  after  reviewing  the  portfolio  of  RD  Management  LLC,  of  which  the  lead 
developer  of  this  project  is  listed  as  a  partner,  there  is  nothing  in  that  nationwide 
portfolio  that  represents  a  material,  mixed-use,  transit-oriented  development. 
Accordingly,  I  see  the  project  in  its  current  form  as  a  failure  of  the  imagination  and 
closer  to  an  example  of  brutalism  than  design  and  one  which  risks  compromising  and 
watering  down  both  existing  investments  and  the  future  vision  for  Assembly  Square. 

Accordingly,  I  repeat  my  opposition  to  the  project  in  its  current  form  and  opposition  to 
any  sort  of  waiver  that  might  expedite  its  construction  and  thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  express  my  concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Mark  J.  Lyons 

Senior  Financial  Analyst,  Oxfam  America 
Board  Member,  Mystic  View  Task  Force 
Former  Somerville  Resident 
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58  Columbus  Avc. 
Somerville,  MA  02143 
November  22,  2016 


Mr.  Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary 
Executive  Office  of  Knergy  &  environment 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
100  Cambridge  Street 
Boston,  MA021I4 
ATTENTION:  Holly  Johnson 


Re:  EEA  ft  1 5595  The  Office  &  Research  Center  &  the 
Residences  @  Assembly  -  Somerville,  MA  -  Expanded 
ENE 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 


Having  attended  the  MEPA  Scoping  Session  on  October  19th,  the  consultant  promised  to 
forward  to  all  in  attendance  additional  material  to  support  the  proponent’s  ease  for  a 
Phase  1  Waiver  Request.  I  did  not  receive  any  such  supplemental  material.  Yesterday,  I 
learned  that  the  proponent  did  in  fact  submit  supplemental  material.  I  consider  this  a 
flawed  distribution  by  the  proponent.  Without  this  supplemental  material,  it  becomes 
impossible  to  support  the  proponent’s  request  for  Phase  I  Waiver. 


My  comments  on  the  Expanded  ENE  follow: 

The  project  site  appears  to  include  former  railroad  property  as  evidenced  by  the  USGS 
map.  Is  an  Article  97  Permit  required  from  the  Secretary  of Transportation? 


In  Figure  1 .7,  the  square  footage  numbers  do  not  seem  to  add  up.  It  appears  that  parking 
is  15,000  sf,  or  about  80  or  less  parking  spaces. 


No  alternatives  to  the  project  as  proposed  were  sufficiently  presented  in  the  Expanded 
ENE. 

In  Figure  1 .8, 1  ask  the  proponent  to  consider  enlivening  Middlesex  Street  with  retail  uses 
in  Phase  2  instead  of  putting  your  back  to  the  community.  The  proponent  has  a  design 
opportunity  to  make  the  area  more  attractive  for  pedestrian  usage  via  the  pedestrian 
connection  under  1-93  from  Kensington  Avenue.  The  proponent  could  provide  a 
continuous  walkway  through  its  project  site  from  the  pedestrian  connection  under  1-93  to 
the  rest  of  the  development  at  Assembly  Row  &  the  MBTA  Station  @  Assembly  Row. 
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Is  the  projecl  site  pari  of  ihc  Assembly  Square  Urban  Renewal  Area? 


Does  the  projecl  require  a  DPP  Wastewater  Connection  Permit  for  a  discharge  of  over 
1 00.000  gallons  per  day? 


The  proponent  should  specify  the  number  of  bicycle  parking  spaces  within  the  garages 
and  the  temporary  bicycle  parking  spaces  to  be  provided  around  the  site.  How  many 
parking  spaces  will  be  provided  to  a  car-sharing  service  such  as  Zipear  as  part  of  its  TDM 
commitments. 


Is  stormwater  &  wastewater  separated  within  Foley  Street,  Revolution  Drive,  and 
Assembly  Square  Drive? 

The  proponent  should  propose  sonic  traffic  design  solutions  to  MossDOT  for  reducing 
the  number  of  traffic  accidents  at  the  Mystic  Avcnuc/McGrath  Highway  intersection. 

Based  on  the  information  in  the  Expanded  F;NF.  the  proponent  has  not  provided  the 
Secretary  with  any  compelling  reasons  for  granting  a  Phase  1  Waiver.  The  proponent 
should  have  provided  a  more  robust  mitigation  package  and  TDM  Program.  It  should 
consider  committing  to  selling  MBTA  transit  passes  at  the  hotel  lor  its  guests  (one-  and 
three-day  transit  passes)  and  ottering  employees  at  the  project  site  monthly  passes.  In 
addition,  the  proponent  could  offer  a  subsidy  to  those  employees  utilizing  the  monthly 
MBTA  passes  since  it  can  reduce  its  parking  requirements. 


Respectfully. 


Member  of  the  Somerville  Redevelopment 
Authority 

Cc;  Office  of  Strategic  Planning  &.  Community  Development  -  Somerville 
Sarah  A.  Lewis.  Senior  Planner 
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From:  Matt  McLaughlin,  Ward  1  Alderman  <mattforward1@gmail.com> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  23, 201 6  1 1 :1 8  AM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  MEPA  phase  1  waiver  for  Assembly  Square 


Dear  Ms.  Johnson, 


I  am  writing  to  voice  my  opinion  regarding  the  phase  1  waiver  for  the  proposed  development  in  Assembly  Square  owned 
by  Somerville  Office  Associates  Limited  Partnerships.  As  the  Ward  1  Alderman  in  Somerville  I  am  very  excited  to  have  a 
burgeoning  commercial  base  in  Somerville,  as  well  as  much  needed  residential  properties.  Before  we  proceed,  however, 
I  would  like  to  highlight  some  expectations  the  community  has  for  major  developments.  We  had  a  very  through 
community  process  with  Federal  Realty  developments  in  Assembly  Square  and  I  expect  this  new  development  to  be  held 
to  the  same  standards. 

At  a  previous  MEPA  meeting  you  said  that  many  of  the  stated  community  benefits  of  this  project  are  more  byproducts  of 
development  and  not  benefits  by  themselves.  I  agree  with  this  sentiment.  Increased  tax  base  and  more  housing  are  the 
result  of  any  development  and  not  a  community  benefit.l  also  agree  that  extenuating  circumstances  that  would  permit  a 
waiver  have  yet  to  be  demonstrated.  In  this  light  I  would  like  the  developer  to  commit  to  several  community  benefits 
that  I  believe  would  make  this  development  more  appealing 

1:  If  residential  properties  are  going  to  be  built  along  193  they  must  have  proper  ventilation  systems  to  protect  their 
residents  from  pollution.  I  would  like  the  developer  to  work  with  the  City  of  Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment 
of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health 
(CAFEH)  research  team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 

2:  This  project  is  right  next  to  the  Kensington  193  underpass  that  connects  East  Somerville  to  Assembly  Square.  This  area 
is  a  disgrace  to  the  neighborhood.  I  already  requested  Federal  Realty  and  Criterion  Development  commit  funds  to 
improving  this  blighted  pathway.  I  expect  SOA  to  make  the  same  commitment. 

3: 1  would  like  the  developer  to  assist  in  completion  of  the  improvements  to  the  Lombardi  Underpass. 

4: 1  would  like  the  developer  to  commit  to  hiring  practices  that  Include  a  living  wage  and  local  hiring  preference. 
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I  do  believe  when  completed  this  development  will  be  a  benefit  to  the  community.  I  ask  that  you  reinforce  the  long 
standing  community  expectations  that  we  set  years  ago  for  Assembly  Square. 


Matt  McLaughlin 
Ward  1  Alderman 
Somerville,  MA 
617-999-0924 

httDS://urldefense.DroofDoint.com/v2/url?u=httD-3A  www.mattmclaughlin.org&d=DQIBaQ&c=IOF7oMaPKXpkVvev9V- 

fVahWLOQWnGCCAfCDzlBns  w&r=UlWbupo5dZlb3do5Bi59QlgZJaST4LWhVwMcJ2T82Qw&m=C3nix  eo69chZZzB5fnik 
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Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 
Boston  M  A  02114 

Via  e-mail:  holly. s.  johnson  @state.ma.us 
RE:  EEA  #15595 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

I  am  writing  to  described  my  qualified  support  of  this  proposed  development;  MEPA  project  EEA 
#15595,  "The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly." 

Since  I  attended  my  first  community  meeting  on  Assembly  Sq.  1 8  years  ago  as  a  resident,  and  now  as  a 
second  term  Alderman  I  am  working  to  advance  the  development  alignment  with  the  Somerville 
comprehensive  plan.  The  priority  which  is  office  R&D. 

I  would  support  the  project  contingent  upon  changes  that  satisfy  the  following  concern: 


•  Minimizing  traffic  to  this  area  is  necessary.  The  additional  1 8,000+  vehicle  trips  generated 
by  this  development  will  add  to  the  stymied  traffic  already  on  the  highway  and  neighboring 
streets.  This  property  (or  future  property  owners)  should  be  required  to  fully  participate  in 
the  Transportation  Management  Authority  that  is  required  under  the  Assembly 

Square  settlement  when  it  gets  up  and  running. 


•  No  housing  should  be  located  next  to  the  highway  on  parcel  25  -  it  is  a  bad  place  for 
housing,  because  research  shows  the  toxic  effect  of  auto  pollution,  especially  the  ultrafine 
particles  that  most  densely  occur  within  1 00-200  meters  of  the  highway.  Please  require  the 
developer  to  locate  the  housing  beyond  that  200  meter  limit. 


•  Increase  green  space  and  open  space  —  preference  should  be  for  taller  buildings  and 
substantially  more  “green  space.”  which  Somerville  as  the  most  densely  populated  city  in 
Massachusetts  desperately  needs. 

•  Strongly  encourage  the  replacement  of  impervious  surfaces  with  permeable 

surfaces  -to  avoid  exacerbating  the  runoff  issues  into  the  Mystic  River  as  a  result  of  this 
project  being  so  close  to  the  river. 


Project  should  be  transit  friendly  with  pedestrian  access  &  being  bike  friendly  - 
requesting  there  is  better  connections  to  the  Orange  Line  t-stop,  community  path  with 
additional  bike  parking  and  stronger  pedestrian  connection  (lighting,  landscaping,  safety  etc.)  to 
the  rest  of  East  Somerville  via  Foley  St.  extension  under  193. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and,  and  I  wish  you  a  Happy  Thanksgiving. 


Katjana  Ballantyne 
.  Alderman,  Ward  7  Somerville 
Vice  President,  Board  of  Aldermen 
49  Russell  Road,  Somerville,  MA  02144 

m:  6 1 7- 440-4434 

Committees : 

Open  Space,  Environments  &  Energy:  Chair 
Finance 

Housing  &  Community  Development 
Legislative  Matters 
Youth  Services 


Wig  Zamore 
13  Highland  Avenue  #3 
Somerville  MA  02143 
617-625-5630 
wigzamore@gmail.com 

November  23,  2016 


Matthew  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 
Attn:  MEPA  Office  /  MEPA  Analyst  Anne  Canaday 
100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 
Boston  MA  02114 

| 
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Via  email  to  Ms.  Holly  Johnson:  Hollv.SJohnson@state.ma.us 

RE:  EEA#15595,  EENF,  The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly 
Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 

I  am  writing  to  express  support  for  the  proposed  Phase  1  Waiver  for  The  Office  and  Research 
Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly,  and  to  also  support  the  proposed  long  term  commercial  land 
use  mix  for  the  full  project.  Somerville  has  the  greatest  shortage,  out  of  Massachusetts’  351 
communities,  of  jobs  relative  to  local  resident  workforce.  We  are  over  5000  jobs  short  per  square 
mile  of  the  regional  .55  jobs  to  residents  ratio.  And  we  suffer  a  directly  proportional  shortage  of 
local  commercial  tax  base.  This  project’s  proposed  later  phase  upper  story  research  and 
development,  or  office,  jobs  will  help  greatly  with  local  live  work  balance. 

But  I  also  have  serious  reservations  regarding  the  grossly  insufficient  proposed  project  mitigation 
and  community  benefits,  relative  to  standards  already  set  at  Assembly  Square,  relative  to 
expectations  already  set  in  the  Somerville  Comprehensive  Plan,  relative  to  Somerville’s 
extraordinary  shortage  of  green  and  open  space,  and  relative  to  the  known  environmental  health 
risks  of  near  highway  locations.  I  am  confident  that  with  a  thoughtful  context  sensitive  MEPA  EIR 
scope  and  full  cooperation  between  the  development  proponents,  their  consultants,  community 
members  and  the  City  of  Somerville,  these  insufficiencies  can  be  dealt  with  on  a  timely  basis  and 
will  make  the  project  stronger,  as  well  as  more  competitive  and  a  more  responsible  neighbor. 

GREEN  and  OPEN  SPACE.  This  project  provides  insufficient  useable  and  green  public  open  space. 
When  fully  built,  it  will  have  a  project  wide  Floor  Area  Ratio  of  4.75  -1,941 ,592  building  square 
feet  divided  by  408,592  land  square  feet  according  to  the  proponents.  Making  it  denser  than  the 
Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  projects  on  the  South  Boston  Waterfront.  Maximum  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  heights 
were  240  to  270  feet  initially,  but  then  made  to  be  250  feet,  the  same  as  the  height  limit  here. 
Those  projects  were  also  required  by  Secretary  Durand  in  his  2000  MHP  decision  to  provide  the 
following  community  benefits,  among  others:  * 

“At  least  56%  of  each  of  the  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  sites  will  be  devoted  to  open  space.  At 
least  40%  of  each  site  will  be  devoted  to  parks ,  plazas ,  and  other  pedestrian-usable 
public  open  spaces ,  exclusive  of  streets. 

To  fully  activate  the  waterfront  along  Fan  Pier  and  Pier  4  as  a  public  destination ,  the 
MHP  now  requires  approximately  127,000  square  feet  of  permanently  dedicated  civic 
and  cultural  space  in  buildings  along  the  water 's  edge .” 


This  proposed  Assembly  Square  project  lies  just  inland  of  former  tidelands  along  the  Mystic  River 
and  between  former  tidal  creeks  which  passed  through  both  abutting  properties,  the  Assembly 
Marketplace  and  Home  Depot  sites,  and  therefore  lies  just  outside  of  Chapter  91  jurisdiction.  It 
nevertheless  should  make  a  real  effort  to  have  significant  useable  green  and  open  space  on  site,  or 
very  nearby,  which  at  least  matches  the  new  usable  green  and  open  space  that  has  been  provided 
by  its  Assembly  District  neighbors,  Federal  Realty  and  Partners  HeathCare.  I  have  attached  the 
Open  Space  Plans  for  both  Assembly  ROW  and  the  Partners  Healthcare  projects  (see  Zamore 
Useable  Open  Space  Comparisons  for  EENF  15595). 

Please  note  also  that  the  Somerville  Comprehensive  Plan  has  an  important  goal  of  125  acres  of  new 
useable  public  open  space,  as  well  as  a  goal  of  commercial  and  residential  growth  of  roughly  15 
million  built  square  feet  over  the  next  few  decades,  a  little  more  than  8  acres  per  million  square 
feet  of  building.  Not  all  of  that  8  plus  acres  per  million  square  feet  of  building,  equivalent  to  16 
acres  for  a  project  this  size,  must  come  from  new  projects.  But,  a  much  more  significant  portion 
of  green  ground  level  public  open  space  should  be  contributed  than  the  half  acre  proposed. 

SUSTAINABLE  TRANSPORTATION  MODE  SPLITS.  The  Somerville  Comprehensive  Plan  goal  for 
surface  transportation  mode  splits  is  for  50%  or  more  of  all  new  travel  to  be  via  clean  transit,  . 
bicycle  or  walking  and  not  by  single  occupancy  vehicles  (SOVs).  The  EENF  for  this  proposed  project 
shows  slightly  less  than  45%  travel  by  SOV  in  East  Somerville  currently  and  even  better  numbers  for 
the  City  as  a  whole  (Table  4-1).  The  EENF  itself  admirably  shows  a  much  less  progressive  mode 
split.  However,  we  need  the  EIR  scope  and  the  project  proponent  to  require  and  deliver, 
respectively,  even  better  modes  splits  than  what  we  have  now  and  aspire  to  have  in  the  future. 

The  community  is  eager  to  help.  Note  that  the  first  phases  of  new  development  at  Assembly 
Square  have  resulted  in  the  first  new  subway  stop  in  Massachusetts  in  three  decades,  an  Orange 
Line  Station  built  without  MBTA  capital  funds  but  with  a  $15  million  contribution  from  Federal 
Realty.  The  recent  developments  by  Federal  and  Partners  Healthcare  have  also  contributed  vastly 
improved  pedestrian  gateways  into  Assembly  from  Sullivan  Square  under  193  and  from  Ten  Hills  via 
the  spectacular  new  Route  28  Underpass  as  well  as  an  off-road  bike  and  pedestrian  path  from  the 
new  Sullivan  Square  gateway  to  the  Mystic  River  Reservation.  We  need  at  least  proportional 
sustainable  transportation  contributions  from  this  ~2  million  square  foot  development. 

ENVIRONMENT  and  HEALTH.  About  15  years  ago  I  started  to  look  at  MassCHIP  mortality  data  by 
municipality  by  year  by  ICD  disease  category,  with  a  focus  on  heart  attack  and  lung  cancer 
mortality,  the  two  largest  single  categories  and  two  that  are  highly  correlated  with  transportation 
emissions.  In  turned  out  that  for  the  five  years  1996  to  2000,  Somerville  had  the  highest  number  of 
age  adjusted  excess  mortalities  in  these  categories  per  square  mile,  roughly  35  or  about  140  excess 
deaths  city  wide.  (US  EPA  and  OMB  count  each  excess  death  as  $8  million  in  damages.)  Chelsea 
was  second.  Somerville  had  low  smoking  rates,  due  to  its  large  immigrant  population. 

Since  that  time,  grass  roots  groups  in  Somerville  have  participated  in  quite  a  bit  of  cutting  edge 
environmental  health  research,  working  with  Tufts  and  other  Boston  area  research  universities.  We 
have  been  funded  by  the  National  Institute  of  Health,  US  Housing  and  Urban  Development,  US 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  others.  Unfortunately,  the  most  reliable  environmental 
epidemiology  from  the  US  and  other  advanced  economies  shows  that  people  who  live  within  50  to 
100  meters  of  very  busy  roadways,  after  first  adjusting  for  other  contributing  factors,  should 
expect  50  to  100%  higher  risk  of  cardiovascular  and  lung  cancer  mortality.  As  well  as  similar 
increases  in  risk  for  childhood  asthma,  and  even  larger  increases  in  risk  for  autism  spectrum 
disorders  among  children.  The  autism  risk  is  just  now  emerging  in  recent  studies  but  the 
cardiovascular,  lung  cancer  and  asthmas  risks  are  well  established  by  very  robust  studies  over  the 


last  several  decades.  Please  see  papers  by  Gan,  Nyberg,  Gauderman  and  Volk  I  am  sending  via 
separate  email.  (Note  there  are  over  50,000  papers  listed  at  the  National  Library  of  Medicine, 
PUBMED,  just  regarding  the  health  effects  of  particulate  matter,  widely  considered  the  dominant 
environmental  health  risk  in  the  world.) 

Our  own  research  is  among  the  most  advanced  in  the  world  on  near  highway  exposures  to  ultrafine 
particles  and  cardiovascular  inflammation.  Much  of  this  research  has  been  done  in  Somerville,  as 
well  as  other  communities  in  the  Boston  region.  We  have  shown  an  increase  of  nearly  33%  in  high 
sensitivity  C  Reactive  Protein  per  10,000  ultrafine  particles  annual  average  personal  exposure. 
hsCRP  is  the  preferred  marker  of  chronic  cardiovascular  inflammation  and  mortality  risk  in  most 
large  statin  studies.  Somerville  has  the  most  vehicle  miles  traveled  per  square  mile  of  land  area 
out  of  351  Massachusetts  cities  and  towns,  roughly  200,000  VMT  per  SM  per  day,  with  much  of  that 
in  the  northeastern  section  of  the  city,  including  the  193,  Route  28  and  Mystic  Avenue  corridors. 
Somerville  also  has  the  most  diesel  rail  travel  per  square  mile,  with  roughly  200  commuter  trains 
per  weekday  and  1 5,000  per  square  mile  per  year.  Given  that  we  also  have  the  greatest  population 
per  square  mile,  the  environmental  health  costs  here  of  being  too  close  to  these  large  regional 
emissions  sources  are  staggering.  In  consequence,  it  is  just  incredibly  stupid  to  locate  new 
multi-family  housing  within  500  feet  of  major  roadways,  especially  if  there  are  design 
alternatives.  Please  see  separate  email  with  a  small  sample  of  our  environmental  health 
research  -  papers  with  first  authors  Durant,  Padro  Martinez,  Patton  and  Lane. 

Thank  you  for  considering  my  comments.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  EEA  and  the  development 
proponents  of  this  new  Assembly  Square  project. 

With  Best  Regards,  Wig  Zamore 


15.3 


: 


Johnson,  Holl^EEAJ 


From:  Andrea  Ranger  <andrearanger@gmail.com> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  23, 201 6 1 28  PM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  Concerns  about  green  space  in  Assembly  Square,  EEA#  (1 5595) 


Hello  Ms.  Johnson, 


Transportation  Mitigation 

As  a  resident  of  Somerville,  I'm  proud  of  the  fact  that  the  City  and  Assembly  Row 
developers  have  committed  to  a  mixed  use  of  their  development.  However,  the  project's 
Environmental  Notification  Form  projects  18,000  auto  trips  per  day,  and  therefore  it  is 
essential  that  the  developer  commit  to  participating  in  a  Transportation  Management 
Association  to  mitigate  the  number  of  trips  and  maximize  the  use  of  transit,  etc. 


Stormwater  Retention 


Given  that  such  a  tiny  portion  of  Somerville's  surface  area  is  permeable,  and  that  the 
proposed  development  is  within  Vi  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  the  development  should 
have  a  substantially  larger  amount  of  permeable  surface  and  stormwater  retention  to 
protect  the  Mystic  River. 


Green  Space 


Roads,  sidewalks,  and  parking  lots  are  counted  as  open  space.  If  the  developer  cannot 
amend  their  plan  to  accommodate  more  green  space,  then  they  should  be  required  to 
develop  additional  green  space  elsewhere  within  the  Assembly  Square  district. 


16.3 


Pedestrian/Bicvcle  Connections 


Optimizing  the  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  with  the  T  station,  the  community  path, 
and  with  the  rest  of  Somerville  should  be  a  high  priority.  Assembly  Square  plaza  should 
be  more  than  an  intersection  of  streets. 


16.4 


Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  review  these  comments  on  EEA#  (15595).  I  hope  the 
department  will  take  them  under  consideration. 


i 


With  best  regards, 
Andrea  Ranger 


Andrea  Ranger 

Masters  of  Public  Policy  Candidate 
Tufts  University 

23  Malvern  Avenue 
Somerville,  MA  02144 
Ph.  (617)  233-0348 
Email:  andrearanqer@omail .com 


Johnson2  Holly  {EEA} 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Gary  S.  Trujillo  <gst@webruary.org> 
Wednesday,  November  23, 2016  4:35  PM 
Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 
proposed  use  of  land  at  Assembly  Square 


Importance: 


High 


Dear  Ms  Johnson, 


I  am  writing  to  you  on  this  occasion  to  express  my  concern  about  a  matter  that  has  just  come  to  my  attention  in 
connection  with  what  I  understand  are  plans  a  developer  has  submitted  for  review  which  apply  to  construction 
on  the  site  of  what  had  been  the  Loew's  (later  Sony)  Cinema  complex  at  Assembly  Square.  Among  my  specific 
concerns  are: 


* 


•  According  to  the  information  I  have  acquired,  there  is  insufficient  on-site  green  space  (the  definition  of 
which  must,  in  my  view,  not  include  whatever  amount  of  open  space,  either  on  the  actual  site  or  adjacent 
to  the  property  (which  is  almost  entirely  paved  parking  space)  is  not  permeable,  which  means  it  must  not 
include  paved  paths  and  sidewalks).  This  need  is  especially  important  given  that  so  much  of  the  area 
(along  with  most  of  the  rest  of  the  city),  which  is  within  a  half  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  is  paved.  There 
was,  as  I  understand  the  matter,  an  agreement  reached  between  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force,  FRIT  and 
Ikea  to  allocate  about  20  percent  of  the  land  area  for  green  space.  I  feel  that  that  agreement  should  be 
the  basis  for  this  new  construction. 


17.1 


Not  enough  thought  has  been  given  to  the  plaza  which  has  been  proposed  for  the  site  regarding  its  ability 
to  be  used  by  people  living  and  working  in  the  area. 


17.2 


•  The  needs  of  cyclists  and  pedestrians  in  the  general  area  have  not  been  taken  into  account 
sufficiently.  As  a  cyclist  myself  who  visits  that  area  regularly,  I  know  that  crossing  the  on  and  off¬ 
ramps  to  1-93  can  be  tricky  and  dangerous.  Responsibility  for  improvements  must,  of  course,  be  shared 
by  owners  of  structures  presently  in  that  area  as  well  as  those  proposing  the  new  development. 

•  Given  plans  for  the  siting  of  a  residential  building  on  the  grounds,  much  more  consideration  is  needed 
to  ensure  that  toxic  gases  emitted  by  vehicular  traffic  on  1-93  is  sufficiently  dispersed  or  blocked  so  it 
does  not  adversely  affect  the  health  of  residents  of  that  building,  particularly  young  ones. 


•  I  feel  that,  especially  given  the  large  number  of  trips  presently  made  by  automobile  every  day  in  the 
area,  there  must  be  an  agreement  put  in  place  regarding  efforts  to  encourage  the  use  of  public  and  other 
non-auto  means  of  transit  for  those  capable  of  using  such  means  of  getting  to  and  from  the  area.  The 
developer  should,  in  my  opinion,  have  to  participate  in  the  drafting  and  signing  of  such  an  agreement 
and  be  bound  by  its  terms  in  a  legally-enforceable  manner. 


17.5 


Given  that  I've  only  just  become  aware  of  this  issue,  I  have  had  insufficient  time  or  opportunity  to  do  the  sort  of 
research  I  generally  like  to  do  before  weighing  in.  However,  what  I  do  know  at  present  represents  in  my  mind 
serious  cause  for  concern.  I  am  grateful  for  being  able  to  submit  these  comments,  but  I  hope  that  this  project 
will  not  be  given  approval  before  there  is  more  information  available  as  to  the  specifics  of  the  plan,  and  for 
public  comment  and  dialogue  to  take  place. 


Sincere  best  regards, 


l 


Gary  S.  Trujillo 
7  Allen  Street. 

(resident  of  Somerville  for  31+  years) 


45  Ibbetson  Street,  Apt.  3 
Somerville,  Ma  02143 
November  23, 2016 


Mr.  Matthew  A.  Beaton 
Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 
MEPA  Office,  Attn.  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 
EEA  number  #15595 
hollv.s.?ohnson@state.ma.us 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  application  for  a  phase-one  waiver  for  the  Ades 
project  at  Assembly  Square.  I  have  deep  concerns  about  this  project,  which  does  not  match  the  high 
standard  of  development  set  for  other  projects  at  the  square,  a  standard  resulting  in  part  from  MEPA's 
own  involvement. 


The  first  proposed  residential  parcel  (included  in  the  waiver  request)  is  just  outside  the  technical 
boundary  for  serious  health  risks  from  ultra-fine  particles  from  vehicle  emissions  on  1-93.  But  residential 
parcel  25  is  well  within  the  boundary  of  health  risks,  and  a  residential  project  cannot  be  built  on  this  site. 
Given  this  vitally  important  obstacle  to  construction  (all  the  more  important  because  of  our  precious 
state  mandate  of  universal  health  care,  to  which  we  contribute  with  our  tax  dollars),  it  seems  to  me  that 
the  developer  should  be  required  now  to  reimagine  the  entire  project.  If  required  to  do  so,  Ades  would 
also  be  able  to  address  some  serious  deficiencies  in  the  existing  plans  for  phase  one. 


18.1 


In  a  last-minute  public  meeting  held  less  than  three  weeks  before  the  deadline  for  commenting  on  the 
waiver  request,  the  developer  announced  that  the  benefits  to  the  community  from  all  phases  of  the 
development  consisted  in  the  project  itself.  Aside  from  the  fact  that  this  perspective  fails  to  meet  the 
standards  in  Massachusetts  in  general  and  in  Somerville  specifically  for  public  benefits,  phase  one  as 
currently  envisioned  includes  plans  for  a  large  residential  project  and  a  hotel  with  virtually  no  public 
open  green  space.  Such  green  space  as  is  envisaged  is  largely  on  the  roof  of  one  or  both  of  the  buildings 
(no  specifics  were  provided  at  the  meeting).  The  roofs  are  inaccessible  to  the  general  public,  and  in  any 
case  they  should  not  count  as  public  open  green  space.  Among  other  reasons,  they  do  not  permit  the 
planting  of  trees,  which  are  now  understood  to  be  an  essential  public  amenity  for  environmental  and 
public  health  reasons.  But  this  is  also  a  matter  of  equity.  After  years  of  reviewing  projects  at  Assembly 
Square,  MEPA  is  no  doubt  well  aware  that  Somerville  has  among  the  least  amount  of  public  open  green 
space,  if  not  the  least,  per  person  in  Massachusetts. 


18.2 


More  provision  for  publicly  accessible  green  space  would  also  help  to  address  another  flaw  in  phase  one 
of  the  project  as  currently  planned:  the  high  percentage  of  impervious  surfaces,  which  will  create  run-off 
into  the  Mystic  River  and  roadways  surrounding  the  project. 


18.2 


The  developer  has  no  plans  to  strengthen  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  between  its  proposed  two 
buildings  and  the  rest  of  the  site  or  to  the  Stop  &  Shop  (accessible  through  a  derelict  underpass)  on  the 
other  side  of  1-93.  This  is  essential  to  improve  movement  to  and  from  the  site  and  to  mitigate  issues 
arising  from  the  increased  vehicle  traffic  generated  by  the  projects. 

Everything  possible  should  be  done  to  minimize  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  project.  It's  my 
understanding  that  this  is  not  so  much  a  concern  in  phase  one  as  in  later  phases  of  the  project. 

However,  the  need  to  rethink  the  use  of  the  second  residential  parcel  would  suggest  the  value  of 
rethinking  now  the  mix  of  uses  that  would  maximize  use  of  our  new  T-stop  and  potential  synergies  with 
other  current  and  envisaged  land  uses  at  Assembly  Square.  Certainly  the  developer's  participation  in 
the  TMA  should  be  required. 

Assembly  Square  has  come  a  long  way  since  the  mid-1990s.  Given  the  Commonwealth's  major 
investments  in  the  site,  state  agencies,  including  MEPA,  have  a  vital  role  to  play  in  ensuring  that  its  great 
promise  comes  to  fruition  for  the  benefit  of  Somerville  residents  and  the  whole  state. 

With  thanks  for  your  consideration. 


18.3 


18.4 


Jane  Fair  Bestor 
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November  21,  2016 

Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114 

Via  e-mail:  hollv.s.iohnson(5)state.ma.us 
RE:  EEA  number  #15595 
Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

This  letter  is  with  regard  to  the  MEPA  filing  for  all  four  phases  of  project  EEA  #15595,  "The 
Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly".  I  wish  to  indicate  general  support 
for  the  project  as  a  whole.  The  mixed-use  office/R&D  developments  in  phases  2  and  3  meet 
Somerville's  goals  for  jobs  and  commercial  tax  base,  while  phases  1  and  4  include  a  useful  mix 
of  other  uses  that  could  help  to  activate  the  area. 

The  following  comments  are  intended  to  make  the  proposal  more  desirable  to  all  stakeholders. 

•  While  I  support  the  mix  of  uses,  they  will  generate  18,535  additional  vehicle  trips/day. 
To  meet  Somerville's  long-term  goals  for  Assembly  Square,  it  is  essential  to  preserve 
traffic  capacity  for  a  full  build-out  in  Assembly  Square. 

In  the  settlement  agreement  between  Federal  Realty  and  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force  by 
which  the  Federal  project  moved  forward,  vehicle  trips  at  full  build-out  were  not  to 
exceed  50,000/day.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  participate  fully  in  the  Transportation 
Management  Authority  as  defined  in  the  settlement  agreement. 

•  In  the  settlement  agreement,  Federal  Realty  agreed  to  a  $15  million  cash  contribution  to 
the  Orange  Line  T-Stop.  The  agreement  entitled  them  to  about  5  million  s.f.  of  building 
that  directly  benefited  from  the  T-Stop.  The  Ades  Development  proposal  is  about  2 
million  s.f.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  make  a  proportional  contribution  to  Assembly 
Square  green  space  or  infrastructure,  or  about  $6  million. 

•  Given  that  the  proposed  development  is  within  %  mile  of  the  Mystic  River,  the  proposal 
includes  far  too  high  a  percentage  of  impervious  surfaces. 

o  The  total  site  area  is  438,841. 

o  The  publicly  accessible  pervious  green  space  totals  21,807  s.f.,  or  5%  or  the  total 
site  area. 

o  The  impervious  open  space  totals  188,160  s.f.,  or  43%  of  the  total  site  area. 

Please  ask  the  developer  to  increase  the  ratio  of  publicly  accessible  green  space  to  30%. 
The  resulting  development  will  be  a  far  more  inviting  and  desirable  location  for  working, 
shopping,  and  living  than  the  proposed  ratio.  If  meeting  the  new  ratio  on  their  parcels  is 
not  feasible,  the  developer  can  work  with  the  city  and  other  stakeholders  to  develop 
underutilized  parcels  elsewhere  in  Assembly  Square. 


19.1 


19.2 


19.3 


l 


•  The  hardscape  and  green  space  between  blocks  22,  23,  and  24  is  broken  by  a  street 
intersection.  This  is  not  an  inviting  or  pedestrian-friendly  configuration.  Please  ask  the 
developer  to  make  this  location  more  pedestrian-friendly,  for  example  by  moving  the 
intersection  toward  block  23  and  expanding  the  green  space  on  the  block  24  side  of 
road  K. 

•  While  the  development  is  close  to  the  Orange  Line  T-Stop  and  the  community  path, 
connections  between  the  development  and  these  transportation  nodes  run  past  an 
existing  parking  lot.  This  parking  lot  is  uninviting  to  pedestrians,  particularly  at  night. 
Please  ask  the  developer  to  specify  how  they  will  improve  this  connection. 

•  A  pedestrian  connection  exists  from  the  end  of  Foley  Street  under  1-93  to  near  the  Stop 
&  Shop  at  Mystic  Avenue  and  McGrath  Highway.  This  connection  is  heavily  used  by 
residents  of  the  area  south  of  the  Stop  &  Shop  and  badly  needs  lighting  and  other 
improvements.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  improve  this  connection. 

•  The  phase  4  residential  development  at  block  25  is  far  too  close  to  1-93.  Epidemiological 
studies,  including  the  recent  Community  Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health 
(CAFEH)  Study,  show  that  living  near  major  expressways  is  associated  with  increased  risk 
of  asthma  in  children  and  heart  disease  in  adults.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  specify  an 
alternative  use  for  this  site,  such  as  making  this  development  a  mixed  office-and-retail 
development  and  moving  some  of  the  residences  to  a  building  farther  from  1-93. 

•  The  hotel  at  block  21  is  oriented  with  the  U-shaped  courtyard  toward  the  northwest.  As 
a  result  the  courtyard  is  likely  to  be  shadowed  most  of  the  time.  Please  ask  the 
developer  to  improve  the  shadowing  of  this  area,  for  example  by  reorienting  it  so  that 
the  U  opens  toward  the  south  (toward  block  24).  In  this  orientation,  the  space  within 
the  U-shaped  courtyard  will  be  less  often  shadowed,  and  the  courtyard  can  be 
integrated  with  the  central  green  space  between  blocks  22, 23,  and  24. 

The  settlement  agreement  between  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force  and  Federal  Realty 
encapsulates  the  goals  of  the  city  and  other  stakeholders  for  Assembly  Square  in  terms  of  mix 
of  use,  green  space  ratios,  community  benefits,  and  traffic  mitigation.  Please  include  this 
agreement,  a  summary  of  which  is  attached,  in  your  considerations. 


19.4 
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Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


David  Dahlbacka 

25  Hancock  Street 
Somerville  MA  02144 


2 


Settlement  Summary 

This  is  a  summary  of  the  agreement  among  Federal  Realty,  ikea,  and  the  Mystic  View  Task  force,  signed 
in  October  2006. 


•  Parties  agree  to  a  short-term  plan  to  be  built  on  the  land  that  Federal  and  Ikea  control. 
Mystic  View  will  support  the  Planned  Unit  Development  that  consists  of  the  uses  shown 
in  the  table  below.  Mystic  View  may  advocate  for  specific  requirements  (e.g.  design 
guidelines,  increased  open  space,  etc.)  within  the  various  approval  processes,  but  will 
not  bring  litigation. 


Use 

Office  /  R  &  D 

Retail  /  Restaurant  /  Theater 
Residential 

Flex  (Office  /  R  &  D,  Hospitality,  Civic) 


Total  Area  Federal  Realty  / 

(gross  square  feet)  IKEA  Area  (gsf) 

5,000,000  2,750,000 

1,400,000  1,185,000 

3,000,000  3,000,000 

1,000,000  800,000 


•  Parties  agree  to  a  short-term  plan  to  be  built  on  the  land  that  Federal  and  Ikea  control. 
Mystic  View  will  support  the  Planned  Unit  Development  that  consists  of  the  uses  shown 
in  the  table  below.  Mystic  View  may  advocate  for  specific  requirements  (e.g.  design 
guidelines,  increased  open  space,  etc.)  within  the  various  approval  processes,  but  will 
not  bring  litigation. 


Use 

Office /R8tD 

Retail  /  Restaurant  /  Theater; 
Assembly  Square  Mall 
IKEA 

Retail  /  Restaurant  /  Theater 
Total  Retail  /  Restaurant  /  Theater 
Residential 

Flex  (Office  /  R  &  D,  Hospitality,  Civic) 


Total  Federal  Realty  / 
IKEA  Area  (gsf) 

1,750,000 

330,000 
;  340,000 
515,000 
1,185,000 
2,600,000 
;  800,0000 


•  In  executing  the  short  term  plan,  the  developers  may  convert  allocations  of  retail  and 
residential  space  to  office  and  R&D  space,  but  not  the  reverse. 

•  Federal  and  Ikea  will  contribute  $15  million  for  construction  of  an  Orange  Line  station, 
matching  the  $25  million  earmarked  by  Mike  Capuano. 

•  Mystic  View  will  drop  all  litigation  and  agree  that  the  existing  mall  and  its  parking  lot  can 
remain  in  place  until  the  longest  term  of  the  existing  leases  expire,  or  until  Federal 


determines  that  it  would  be  commercially  preferable  to  redevelop  the  space  in 
conformance  with  the  long-term  plan. 

•  Federal  will  contribute  $150,000  for  water-access  improvements. 

•  Federal  will  provide  bike  and  pedestrian  connections  to  Ten  Hills,  East  Somerville,  and 
Draw  7  Park. 

•  Federal  will  work  to  add  an  additional  two  and  one-half  acres  of  open  space  to  that  now 
specified  in  the  short-term  plan. 

•  Federal  will  pay  $50,000  for  a  study  by  researchers  located  at  the  Harvard  School  of 
Public  Health  on  the  health  Impacts  of  traffic  in  and  around  Assembly  Square. 

•  Housing  in  Assembly  Square  will  be  located  where  those  impacts  are  the  least  harmful. 

•  Parties  will  collaborate  to  form  and  implement  a  program  to  market  Assembly  Square  to 
office  users. 

•  At  full  build  out,  vehicle  trips  to  and  from  Assembly  Square  will  not  exceed  50,000  per 
day. 

•  A  transportation  Management  Authority  will  be  empowered  to  continuously  monitor 
traffic  to  and  from  Assembly  Square  and  impose  solutions  if  that  traffic  approaches  the 
trip  caps. 

•  A  body  consisting  of  appointees  from  the  neighborhoods,  the  City  of  Somerville,  and 
Mystic  View  will  supervise  development  of  the  short-  and  long-term  plans. 
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Ellin  Reisner 
51  Mt.  Vernon  Street 
Somerville,  MA  02145 


RE:  EEA 15595 

Project  Name:  The  Office  and  Research  Center  and  the  Residences 
5  Middlesex  Avenue,  Somerville,  M 

Dear  Ms.  Johnson, 

I  am  submitting  comments  regarding  the  request  for  a  waiver  for  Phase  1  of  the  above  noted  project  submitted  by 
Michael  Ades,  the  project  proponent.  As  a  resident  of  East  Somerville  and  in  my  roles  as  a  Board  member  of  the 
East  Somerville  Main  Streets  and  as  president  of  the  Somerville  Transportation  Equity  Partnership,  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  waiver  request. 

The  proposed  project  should  be  a  beneficial  improvement  to  the  Assembly  Square  district.  I  will  support  the 
proponent's  request  for  the  waiver  if  they  agree  to  provide  real  community  benefits  for  East  Somerville  residents, 
future  residents  at  the  proposed  residential  building  to  be  constructed  and  for  guests  ad  employees  of  the 
proposed  hotel.  The  most  important  community  benefit  is  improvement  of  the  Kensington  Underpass  (under  I- 
93),  for  pedestrian  and  bicycle  passage  from  East  Somerville  (Stop  and  Shop)  to  and  from  Assembly  Square 
Development  and  the  Orange  Line  MBTA  station.  The  Underpass  is  blighted.  It  is  dirty,  poorly  lit,  and  smelly.  The 
current  condition  is  unattractive  and  is  a  dangerous  environment  because  of  these  conditions.  Renovation  of  the 
Underpass  will  provide  safer  and  more  attractive  access  between  these  areas.  The  developer  should  work  with 
the  community  to  carry  out  these  improvements  and  should  agree  to  maintain  the  improved  conditions  of  the 
underpass. 

Another  community  benefit  for  this  project  would  be  providing  wayfinding  signage  at  the  underpass  and  at 
Lombardi  Way.  I  would  also  recommend  that  the  developer  agree  to  support  maintenance  of  both  of  these 
access  points  to  and  from  the  Assembly  district. 

Another  condition  of  agreeing  to  the  waiver  is  to  require  the  developer  to  design  and  construct  the  residential 
building  and  hotel  with  the  best  possible  air  filtration  systems  to  reduce  exposure  to  excessive  mobile  pollution 
from  1-93  traffic  by  working  with  community  residents,  the  Gty  of  Somerville  and  the  Community  Assessment  of 
Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAFEH)  research  team  to  ensure  that  this  is  done. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  waiver  request. 

Sincerely, 
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Ellin  Reisner 
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From:  Maureen  Barillaro  <lucyneptune@hotmail.com> 

Sent:  Monday,  November  21 , 201 6  3:39  PM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  We  desperately  need  more  green  space  In  Assembly  Square  EEA#  15595 


Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs  {EEA) 
100  Cambridge  St.,  Suite  900 
Attn:  MEPA  Office 
Boston  MA,  02114 

RE:  EEA#  15595 

Dear  Ms  Johnson, 


I  just  learned  of  a  development  in  Assembly  Square,  Somerville  in  the  location  of  the  old  movie  theater.  I  am  overall  in 
support  of  mixed  use  design,  but  as  a  resident  of  Somerville,  we  are  always  sacrificing  the  potential  to  add  green  and 
open  space  to  maximize  parking,  profit  and  tax  income. 


It  is  my  understanding  that  the  developer  is  asking  to  have  the  environmental  assessment  on  the  first  phase  of 
building  to  be  waived.  We  are  asking  very  seriously  for  you  to  deny  any  delay  in  an  environmental  review. 


Now  that  part  of  Assembly  Row  is  in  place  it  is  actually  very  distressing  to  see  how  many  thousands  of  cars  are  there. 
There  is  NO  pedestrian  only  roads  or  walkways.  We  need  to  seriously  limit  the  amount  of  parking  and  cars  and  use  this 
opportunity  to  advocate  for  the  real  meaning  of  MIXED  USE  I  This  does  not  just  include  buildings  and  carsl  Pedestrians 
and  plants  all  deserve  to  be  a  part  of  a  mixed  use  development. 


It’s  time  for  Somerville  to  look  at  other  options  of  public  transportation  besides  the  MBTA-  how  about  Bridj  or  PediCab? 
How  about  an  Assembly  Row  shuttle  from  other  parts  of  Somerville?  Individual  car  trips  are  suffocating  our  residents! 
This  is  why  we  so  desperately  need  green  space.  Grass  and  trees  and  parks  and  plants  make  any  development  more 
enticing  and  attractive.  Maybe  because  we  have  never  made  green  space  a  priority,  people  don't  have  any  examples  to 
look  at  as  a  success,  but  we  can't  continue  to  build  upon  every  square  foot  of  space  without  considering  the  health 
benefits  of  adding  green  space  and  the  health  implications  when  we  don't,  air  quality  being  one  the  biggest  issues  we 
face  in  this  city. 


21.2 


The  negotiated  settlement  between  the  Mystic  Task  Force  and  Federal  Realty  and  Ikea,  which  resulted  in  approximately 
20%  of  the  land  area  of  that  development  being  allocated  to  green  space  should  be  the  basis  for  the  development 
ratios.  Residential  parcel  25  is  too  close  to  the  highway  and  in  order  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  of  the  emissions,  the 
housing  should  be  further  away  and  there  needs  to  be  some  sort  of  barrier  between  1-93  and  the  buildings  in  order  to 
filter/dissipate  the  pollution.  The  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  -  with  the  T  station,  the  community  path,  and  with 
the  rest  of  Somerville  on  the  other  side  of  1-93  should  be  improved.  From  a  design  perspective,  the  plaza  should  be 
more  than  an  intersection  of  streets. 


21.3 

21.4 

21.5 

21.6 


It  is  really  sad  to  see  the  lack  of  imagination  that  Federal  Realty  has  put  into  this  and  the  greed  to  build  and  profit  and 
not  consider  any  benefits  to  the  public's  health  and  well  being  when  it  comes  to  development. 


Sincerely, 


Maureen  Barillaro 
55  Craigie  St. 
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Somerville,  MA  02143 
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Johnson^Holly  {EEA} 

From:  Sam  Engelstad  <sengelstad@mac.com> 

Sent:  Monday,  November  21 , 201 6  3:23  PM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  EEA  #  1 5595  -  more  green  space  at  Assemby  Square  development 


Dear  Ms.  Johnson, 

We  are  unable  to  understand  why  the  developers  of  this  proposed  project  should  be  granted  a  waiver  of  the 
environmental  assessment  on  the  first  section  they  want  to  build,  enabling  them  to  have  the  entire  lot  reviewed 
only  after  the  building  on  that  part  has  been  completed.  An  early  review  is  critical  because  the  amount  of  green 
space  set  aside  in  the  plan  is  insignificant.  If  the  developers  cannot  amend  their  plans  to  accommodate  more 
green  space  they  should  be  required  to  develop  additional  green  space  elsewhere  in  Assembly  Square. 

In  Somerville,  sidewalks,  roads,  and  parking  lots  are  counted  towards  open  space,  which  Open  space  should,  in 
our  opinion,  mean  permeable  space.  In  part  because  of  this,  relatively  little  of  Somerville's  surface  area  is 
permeable  Any  new  development  must  therefore  provide  substantially  larger  amount  of  permeable  surface.  If  I 
am  not  wrong,  the  settlement  between  the  Mystic  Task  Force  and  Federal  Realty  and  Ikea  resulted  in  some 
20%  of  the  Assembly  Square  developments  being  allocated  to  green  space,  and  that  this  settlement  should 
form  the  basis  for  the  development  ratios. 

The  proposed  development  estimates  18,000  auto  trips  per  day.  This  is  inconceivable:  the  developers  should 
also  be  compelled  to  participate  in  a  Transportation  Management  Association  to  reduce  the  number  of  such 
trips,  thus  maximizing  the  use  of  the  public  transport  system  which  was  extended,  at  great  cost,  to  the  Assembly 
Square  area,  just  for  that  reason.  The  pedestrian  and  bike  connections  between  the  rest  of  Somerville  and  the 
Assembly  Square  area  is  also  wholly  inadequate.  Has  anyone  in  your  office  actually  tried  to  use  the  existing 
access  across  1-93? 

We  also  find  that  the  Residential  parcel  is  too  close  to  1-93,  with  no  berms  or  barriers  to  protect  the  building 
from  the  traffic  noise,  and  auto  effluence,  which  is  already  too  high. 


Respectfully, 

Sam  Engelstad 
Patricia  Berman 
Jacob  Engelstad 

34  Columbus  Ave 
Somerville 
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Johnson,  Holly  {EEA) 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Renee  Scott  <reneetscott@gmail.com> 
Monday,  November  21 , 2016 10:12  AM 
Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Comments  on  EEA  #1 5595 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office,  Attn:  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

EEA  number  #15595 

1 00  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA02114 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 


I  am  writing  to  you  regarding  the  proposed  project  at  Assembly  Square  at  5  Middlesex  Ave. 
Somerville,  MA.  While  in  general  I  am  in  support  of  this  project,  I  am  deeply  concerned  about  the  lack 
of  green  space,  as  well  as  the  high  amount  of  impermeable  surfaces,  especially  given  its  proximity  to 
the  Mystic  River.  As  you  probably  know,  Somerville  has  the  least  amount  of  green  space  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts.  Look  at  an  aerial  map  of  Somerville,  and  you  can  practically  see 
the  outline  of  our  City  from  the  green  space  of  the  surrounding  towns. 


Our  dearth  of  green  space  is  due  to  a  lack  of  foresight  by  our  city  planners  of  the  past.  The  mindset  to 
build  at  all  costs  gave  us  a  city  full  of  houses  and  little  to  no  green  space  to  play.  Because  Somerville 
is  so  thoroughly  built  up,  there  are  few  chances  to  right  this  past  wrong.  But  this  development  at 
Assembly  Square  is  a  rare  exception:  we  can  actually  increase  Somerville's  green  space  and  provide 
a  quality  natural  area. 


In  addition  to  the  aesthetics  of  green  space,  it  also  provides  an  increase  in  air  quality,  sequesters 
carbon  from  our  atmosphere,  and  allows  rainwater  to  slowly  reenter  the  water  cycle  rather  than 
running  across  paved  areas  and  overwhelming  our  sewer  system. 


i 


Please  help  Somerville  to  make  a  small  change  for  the  better  with  this  project.  We  need  more  green 
space,  more  permeable  surfaces.  And,  as  studies  have  shown,  green  space  actually  increases  the 
value  of  a  development. 


23.1 


Warmly, 


Ren6e  Scott 

Somerville  resident  and  member  of  Green  &  Open  Somerville 
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Johnson^  Holi^^EEA) 

From:  Tori  Antonino  <toriantonino@me.com> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  23, 201 6  5:1 6  PM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Cc:  katjana@katjana.org;  Representative  Denise  Provost;  Bob  McWatters; 

mmclaughlin@somervillema.gov;  Mark  Niedergang,  Ward  5  Alderman;  Iancedavisward6 
@gmail.com ;  aldermansullivan@aol.com 

Subject:  Concerns  regarding  waiver  request  case  #1 5595,  ADES/Fort  Point  Development  at  Assembly 

Row  in  Somerville 


To  MEPA, 

My  name  is  Tori  Antonino  and  I  am  a  citizen  of  Somerville, 

I  am  writing  regarding  the  Ades  Development  on  5  Middlesex  Ave.  in  Assembly  Square  (EEA#  15595). 


Somerville  desperately  needs  permeable  surfaces,  improved  air  quality,  green  space,  meaningful  outdoor  civic 
space,  and  a  commitment  to  the  health  of  the  Mystic  River.  The  development  that  is  being  proposed  at  this  site 
is  not  addressing  the  environmental  health  needs  of  Somerville  denizens,  the  people  and  all  the  creatures. 


Permeability 


The  development  is  a  9. 4  acres  8.38  of  that  is  impermeable.  That  means  to  adhere  to  Somerville’s  municipal 
code  Section  11-165  which  states  that  no  surface  water  (roof  water  or  paved  surfaces)  will  enter  the  sewer 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  all  of  that  water  will  need  to  be  processed  on  site. 

I  don’t  believe  the  development  has  considered  this  because  they  say  that  their  ’Project  will  connect  to  the 
existing  storm  drainage  system  in  Foley  Street,  which  is  tributary  to  the  storm  drain  system  that  eventually 
outlets  to  the  Mystic  River.’ 

This  appears  in  5.5.2  STORMWATER  STANDARDS 

Since  their  site  is  90%  impermeable  they  will  need  to  be  very  creative  in  not  connecting  storm  water  runoff  into 
the  sewer  system. 

Having  increased  pervious  surfaces  (50%)  by  using  permeable  pavers,  increasing  green  space  and  by  using  LID 
like  bioswales,  rain  gardens,  and  stormwater  to  street  tree  designs  will  help  them  be  able  to  comply  with  the 
law. 

This  issue  needs  to  be  addressed  before  a  waiver  is  granted. 

Improved  Air  Quality 

The  current  vehicle  trips  per  day  to  this  space  is  2,631.  With  the  new  development  that  number  jumps  to  18*335. 
This  is  a  significant  increase. 


24.1 


24.2 
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Just  as  important  as  the  green  house  gas  emissions  is  the  amount  of  pollutants  and  black  carbon  that  increased 
traffic  causes. 


There  is  a  direct  link  to  health  cardiovascular  diseases,  asthma,  diabetes  and  cancers  to  air  pollution. 

I  am  hoping  that  with  other  developers  in  Assembly  and  with  the  developers  of  Wynn  casino,  that  they  will 
work  on  building  a  barrier  on  either  side  of  93  to  capture  pollutants. 

Maybe  it  is  a  concrete  structure,  maybe  it  is  an  air  filtration  system,  maybe  it  is  a  vegetative  wall  or  screen  that 
captures  pollutants,  but  the  issue  of  ever  increasing  air  pollution  that  development  creates  needs  to  be  addressed. 
The  health  of  Somerville  residents  needs  to  be  a  priority. 

I  would  also  encourage  the  developers  to  build  vegetative  walls  and  to  use  ivy  on  the  sides  of  their  buildings 
especially  the  sides  that  face  the  highway  to  capture  pollution. 

Green  Space 

Somerville  lacks  green  space.  Green  space  improves  the  mental  and  physical  health  of  a  population.  Given  that 
there  is  90%  impermeability  means  there  is  very  little  green  space.  For  carbon  sequestration,  pollutant  filtration, 
oxygenation,  habitat  creation  and  beauty  we  need  green  space.  For  our  hearts  and  minds  and  for  the  needs  of  all 
the  creatures  in  Somerville  we  need  green  space. 

I  am  pushing  for  30%  green  space  with  roofs  and  horizontal  features  counted  as  well,  but  to  a  lesser  extent 


Meaningful  Open  Civic  Space 

The  Public  Realm  describes  10%  of  Open  Space  will  be  for  the  public.  This  will  include  sidewalks  and 
pedestrian  connection. 

What  Somerville  needs  is  meaningful  Civic  Green  Space!  Not  hot  impermeable  hardscaped  open  space. 

We  need  larger  parks,  quiet  spaces  and  green  connectivity.  Not  mini  pocket  parks  with  a  bench  and  some  bunch 
grasses. 

This  development  development  needs  to  provide  30%  civic  space  2/3s  of  which  must  be  green  in  order  to 
counteract  the  impact  this  development  will  have  on  on  air  and  water  pollution,  carbon  emissions  and  the 
prevention  of  water  getting  into  the  ground. 

More  than  anything  else,  for  the  health  and  inclusion  of  all  the  denizens  Somerville  needs  green  space! 


Mystic  River 

The  Mystic  is  a  water  source  that  we  are  trying  to  be  better  stewards  of. 


24.2 


24.3 


24.4 


The  ADES  development  does  not  think  it  will  affect  the  Mystic  as  it  said  that  it  is  not  near  the  river  in  their 
Expanded  Environmental  Notification  Form. 


24.5 


I  don’t  understand  this.  It  seems  to  me  that  any  site  in  Assembly  is  near  the  Mystic. 


When  asked  if  there  is  environmental  concern  or  rare  species  concern  the  Ades  developers  said  no.  I  believe 
that  all  developments  near  the  Mystic  River  pose  environmental  concerns.  Especially  if  stormwater  goes 
unfiltered  into  the  Mystic  as  the  development  intends. 


It  is  unacceptable  that  MEPA  would  grant  them  a  waiver  if  the  answers  this  developer  provides  are  untruthful. 


24.5 


Who  did  the  Ades  developers  ask  as  to  any  potential  rare  species  on  the  Mystic?  I’ve  seen  hawks,  coyotes, 
rabbits,  herring  and  cranes.  Are  none  of  the  species  rare?  Will  MEPA  ask  this  to  be  looked  into?  The  eastern 
cottontail  is  an  endangered  species.  What  are  the  kind  that  we  see  hopping  along  the  Mystic?  Will  this 
development  be  providing  safe  habitat  for  them? 


The  ADES  development  is  an  ENVIRONMENTAL  concern  and  a  waiver  should  not  be  granted  until  all  of 
these  issues  are  investigated. 

Sincerely, 

Tori  Antonino 
Somerville  Climate  Action 
Green  and  Open  Somerville 


https://www.dropbox.eom/s/l  d7mgpsh63w  1 3kc/EENF%209.30.20 1 6%20version%202.pdf?dl=0 

Sent  from  my  iPhone 
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November  21, 2016 

Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114 


Via  e-mail:  hollv.s.  iohnson(5)state. ma. us 
RE:  EEA  #15595 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 


I  am  writing  to  express  a  mix  of  both  support  and  concern  regarding  the  proposed  development  pertaining  to 
MEPA  project  EEA  #15595,  "The  Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly." 

On  the  one  hand,  the  proposed  1.3  million  s.f.  of  office  and  R&D  (and  the  151,250  s.f.  of  hotel)  that  is  proposed 
is  exactly  what  Somerville  needs,  and  the  relatively  smaller  amount  of  retail  and  residential  included  in  the 
Phase  1  Waiver  request  are  reasonable  additions. 


On  the  other  hand,  there  are  several  issues  with  the  scope  of  the  full  project  (not  necessarily  with  phase  1)  that 
the  developer  should  be  required  to  address,  as  a  condition  of  any  Phase  1  waiver  and  future  approvals. 

As  a  member  of  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force  that  helped  to  negotiate  the  Assembly  Square  settlement  with 
Federal  Realty  and  Ikea,  I  know  how  important  it  is  to  minimize  the  additional  car  traffic  generated  by 
development  there,  and  I  urge  you  to  require  Ades  or  Its  successor  property  owners  to  fully  participate  In  the 
Transportation  Management  Authority  that  Is  required  under  the  Assembly  Square  settlement  when  it  gets  up 
and  running,  so  that  we  can  avoid  clogging  the  highways  and  urban  streets  with  an  additional  18,000+  cars. 


Parcel  25  is  extremely  close  to  the  highway,  and  that  is  a  bad  place  for  housing,  given  what  we  know  about  the 
toxic  affect  of  auto  pollution,  and  especially  the  ultrafine  particles  that  most  densely  occur  within  100-200 
meters  of  the  highway.  Please  require  the  developer  to  locate  the  housing  bevond  that  200  meter  limit. 

The  proposed  development  includes  extremely  little  green  space,  and  not  enough  open  space,  and  needs  to 
find  a  way  to  increase  both.  The  developer  may  counts  sidewalks,  traffic  intersections,  parking  lots  as  "open 
space",  but  those  are  not  enough  to  make  for  an  appropriate  mix.  We  are  not  Interested  in  seeing  the 
developer  reduce  any  of  Its  proposed  square  footage;  instead,  we  suggest  building  a  little  higher,  and  perhaps 

acquiring/improving  some  of  the  currently  unusable  open  soace/greenspace  In  the  Assembly  Square  district. 

so  as  to  improve  the  overall  ratio  of  greenspace  and  open  space  for  the  development. 

At  the  same  time,  given  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  development  to  the  Mystic  River,  we  think  it  is  essential 
that  the  developer  replace  a  significant  percentage  of  the  impervious  surfaces  with  permeable  surfaces,  so  as 
to  avoid  exacerbating  runoff  Issues. 

If  this  development  is  to  be  truly  transit  and  pedestrian  and  bike  friendly,  it  needs  stronger  connections  to  the 
Orange  Line  T  stop  and  the  Community  Path,  additional  bike  parking,  and  stronger  connections  with  the  rest 
of  East  Somerville  via  a  Foley  Street  extension  under  1-93  (that  should  be  appropriately  lit  and  landscaped  for 

safety  and  aesthetics  and  usability. 
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Have  a  good  holiday,  and  thanks  for  considering  this  feedback. 


Fred  Berman 

25  Cherry  Street  Somerville  MA  02144 
C:  617-501-1404  E:  fredlori@rcn.com 
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November  23, 2016 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnsonr  MEPA  Analyst 

100  Cambridge  St.,  Suite  900 

Boston,  M A  02114 

hollv.s.iohnsonOstate.ma.us 

RE:  EEA  #  15595 


Dear  Secretary  Beaton, 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  concerns  about  the  proposed  Somerville  development  and  MEPA  project  EEA  #15595:  "The 
Office  and  Research  Center  +  The  Residences  at  Assembly." 


While  I  support  development  in  Assembly  Square  that  generates  tax  revenue  for  Somerville,  the  best  kind  for  urban 
areas  is  mixed-use  and  transit-oriented.  Given  the  nature  of  this  project,  and  the  developer's  portfolio,  I'm  concerned 
about  these  plans.  Specifically: 

•  Residences  in  Parcel  25  are  slated  to  be  built  100-200  meters  of  Rte.  93.  Given  the  environmental  and 
respiratory  health  impacts  of  auto  air  pollution,  especially  ultrafine  particulates,  no  residences  should  be  built 
this  close  to  a  highway. 

•  There  is  almost  no  green  space.  While  I  don't  have  a  problem  with  the  amount  of  square  footage  he  hopes  to 
build,  I  do  have  a  problem  with  sprawl.  We've  worked  hard  to  increase  the  amount  of  green  space  that  goes 
along  with  new  development  in  Somerville,  and  this  developer  should  not  be  exempt  from  that.  He  should  be 
required  to  meet  the  same  standard  that  FRIT  did  with  their  development:  20-30%  of  his  acreage  should  be 
dedicated  to  green  space.  To  do  this,  he  could  increase  his  building  heights  slightly,  and/or  acquire  and 
transform  unused  and  un-improved  space  already  in  the  area.  By  no  means  should  he  be  relieved  of  this 
responsibility. 

•  There  is  way,  way  too  much  impermeable  surface  in  his  plans.  The  run-off  from  this  is  detrimental  to  the  health 
of  the  Mystic  River,  which  many  are  trying  to  improve.  It  is  also  environmentally  irresponsible  to  pave  this  much 
land  when  it's  not  necessary.  I  strongly  urge  that  he  be  required  to  reduce  a  significant  amount  of 
impermeable  surfaces.  There  are  community  members  who  would  be  happy  to  work  with  the  developer  to 
help. 

•  Transportation  issues  also  need  to  be  addressed.  Traffic  in  the  area  is  already  high  and  this  project  will 
significantly  add  to  it,  to  the  tune  of  18,000  trips  per  day.  This  will  have  an  enormous  health  impact  on  abutting 
neighborhoods  and  the  area  as  a  whole.  To  reduce  congestion  and  air  pollution,  the  developer  should  include 
better  links  to  the  Orange  Line  and  the  Community  Path,  parking  for  bicycles,  and  well-lit  and  landscaped 
pedestrian  connections,  especially  with  the  part  of  East  Somerville  on  the  other  side  of  Rte.  93.  The  more 
pedestrian-  and  bike-friendly,  the  better  it  will  be  for  commuters,  residences,  and  the  region  as  a  whole. 

•  To  further  support  integrated  traffic  management,  the  developer  (or  anyone  who  in  future  may  own  any  of  the 
properties)  must  participate  fully  in  the  Transportation  Management  Authority  (currently  mandated  in  the 
Assembly  Square  settlement)  as  soon  as  it  begins  operating. 
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Given  my  concerns,  I  don't  support  a  waiver  of  any  kind  for  this  development  until  these  areas  are  addressed. 
Sincerely, 


Barbara  Steiner,  EdM 

29  Quincy  St.,  #2,  Somerville,  MA  02143 

617-997-5092;  bsteiner2020@gmail.com 
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William  Camilo  Shelton 
65  Boston  Street 
Somerville,  MA  02143 

22  November  2016 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

Attn:  MEPA  Office,  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114 

RE:  EEA  #15595 

Dear  Secretary  Beaton: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  project  Its  commercial-dominant  mix  of 
uses  is  welcome,  given  that  Somerville’s  commercial  tax  base  is  so  scant  that  it  must  rely  on 
state  aid  to  cover  a  quarter  of  its  budget,  and  it  has  only  one  job  for  eveiy  two  workers. 

i 

The  city  also  faces  enormous  capital  costs,  including  $50  million  in  Green-Line  extortion 
payments.  The  GLX  was  promised  for  generations,  but  has  now  been  "brutally"  scaled  back, 
in  the  words  of  MBTA/DoT  officials. 

I  realize  that  use  mix,  perse,  and  economic  wellbeing  do  not  fall  within  MEPA’s  purview. 

But  if  MEPA  eventually  requires  more  on-site  permeable  surface,  as  you  should,  then 
allowing  the  proponent  to  proceed  with  Phase-1  residential  and  hotel  development  now 
can  result  in  reduced  office  uses  later.  And  since  offices  generate  substantially  more  trips 
per  1,000  square  of  building  area  than  apartments  or  hotels  do,  and  since  the  site  is  in  easy 
walking  distance  of  the  Orange  Line  station,  reducing  office  use  there  equates  to  increasing 
regional  auto  trips  and  criteria  pollution. 

The  case  for  more  pervious  space  extends  beyond  a  much-needed  improvement  to  the 
proposed  public  realm  that  is  shown  in  the  proponent's  ENF.  Somerville's  stressed  sewer 
system  is  fifty  years  overdue  for  replacement  and  separation.  Consequently,  portions  of  the 
city  flood  regularly.  The  problem  is  compounded  by  the  city’s  paucity  of  green  space — the 
least  in  the  Commonwealth,  both  per  capita  and  as  a  portion  of  surface  area. 

Because  so  much  of  the  city  is  densely  built  out,  only  five  "transformational  districts” 
remain  where  we  can  preserve  or  gain  modest  amounts  of  green  space.  Assembly  Square  is 
the  largest  of  these. 


The  Square's  transformation  began  with  Federal  Realty  Investment  Trust’s  (FRIT’s) 
Assembly  Row  project  While  the  new  green  space  created  by  that  development  was 
skimpy  with  regard  to  our  need,  it  was  generous  in  comparison  to  the  five  percent 
proposed  in  the  ENF  that  is  the  subject  of  these  comments. 

Our  neighboring  municipalities  of  Boston,  Brookline,  and  Cambridge  require  between 
thirty  and  fifty  percent  of  surface  area  in  developments  of  this  scale  to  be  green  space  or 
usable  open  space.  This  should  be  the  standard  applied  here.  If  the  proponent  cannot 
accommodate  this  standard  on  the  proposed  site,  then  he  should  be  given  the  option,  but 
required,  to  meet  it  by  creating  new  green  space  elsewhere  in  the  Assembly  Square  district 

Another  concern  is  that  the  proponent  proposes  to  site  a  large  residential  building  (Parcel 
25)  close  to  1*93.  Thousands  of  peer*reviewed  studies  have  established  that  particles  2.5 
microns  or  smaller  are  far  deadlier  than  criteria  pollutants,  and  that  humans  living  within 
500  feet  of  a  busy  roadway  are  vulnerable  to  them. 

Thanks  to  a  series  of  Tufts  University  studies,  we  also  know  that  this  is  the  best  explanation 
for  why  Somerville,  a  city  with  no  point  sources  of  pollution  and  a  below-average  smoking 
rate,  in  most  years  has  the  highest  excess  lung  cancer  and  cardiovascular  excess  death  rate 
per  square  mile  in  Massachusetts. 

The  first  of  these  studies  was  funded  by  a  $50,000  grant  from  FRIT  as  part  of  a  package  of 
benefits  that  it  provided.  If  the  Michael  Ades  organization  is  offering  any  benefits,  they 
seem  to  escape  detection  within  the  ENF.  But  regional  air  quality  would  benefit  from 
requiring  them  to  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  extending  the  community  bicycle  and 
pedestrian  path  extension  that  has  been  curtailed  by  the  MBTA  and  DoT. 

Despite  Somerville's  recent  apotheosis  as  a  fashionable  place  to  live,  we  remain  an 
environmental  justice  community.  Your  guidance  can  help  keep  our  citizens  healthy. 

Sincerely, 
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William  Shelton 


Johnson^  Holly  {EE 

From :  Anne  T  ate  <atate@risd.edu> 

Sent:  Wednesday,  November  23, 201 6  3:33  AM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  EEA#  1 5595  Comments  on  Ades  Project  in  Somerville 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office,  Attn:  Holly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

EEA  number  #15595 

100  Cambridge  Street,  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114 


Via  e-mail:  hollv.s.iQhnson@state.ma.us 

i 


Dear  Officials, 


I  am  writing  as  a  Somerville  resident  and  a  professional  planner  with  a  long  experience  in  Massachusetts,  Somerville  and 
on  this  site.  In  2003, 1  was  the  Special  Assistant  for  Sustainable  Development  under  Executive  Secretary  for 
Commonwealth  Development  Doug  Foy.  Later  Doug  and  I  mediated  the  settlement  between  the  Mystic  View  Task  Force, 
Federal  Realty  and  IKEA  that  unlocked  the  development  at  Assembly  Square.  I  have  also  worked  with  the  city  of 
Somerville  on  the  comprehensive  plan.  Inner  Belt  and  recently  have  been  the  Co-Chair  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee 
for  Union  Square.  About  a  year  ago  I  was  invited,  with  Wig  Zamore,  to  review  preliminary’  plans  for  the  Ades 
development  and  to  make  suggestions. 


I  am  currently  on  sabbatical  in  Europe  and  was  made  aware  yesterday  that  the  comments  period  for  this  proposal  was 
closing  rapidly,  so  I  have  quickly  looked  through  the  documents  and  include  some  observations  below: 


I  am  essentially  in  favor  of  the  redevelopment  of  this  site,  but  retain  some  reservations  about  the  details.  And  I  firmly 
believe  that  we  need  to  get  the  details  right  when  it  involves  millions  of  dollars  of  new  construction,  buildings  which  will 
be  there  for  decades  at  the  very  least,  and  urban  street  and  public  space  decisions  that  will  shape  the  environment  for  even 
longer.  Taken  with  that  long  view,  the  project  comes  up  short  in  several  significant  ways. 


Street  Plan:  First,  in  my  opinion,  the  street  layout  misses  the  mark.  I’m  not  sure  this  is  standard  evaluation  criteria  for 
the  EEA,  but  I  think  it  should  be.  IIow  each  development  fits  in  with  the  neighboring  urban  fabric  is  critical  to  the  success 
of  the  whole  community,  to  how  the  circulation  functions,  how  the  identity  of  the  place  is  understood  and  whether  it 
becomes  a  coherent  district  instead  of  a  set  of  poorly  connected  parcels.  It  also  has  an  impact  on  how  people  move  through 
the  district  and  how  easily  they  perceive  and  utilize  transit  opportunities.  There  are  parcels  surrounding  this  project  with 
evolving  street  patterns  that  are  ignored  by  this  proposal.  The  project  just  narrowly  misses  lining  up  with  existing  streets 
and  streets  implied  by  the  existing  buildings  and  parking  grids  to  either  side.  Why  does  this  matter?  Because  a 
continuous  street  running  in  front  of  the  existing  mall,  through  the  Ades  project  and  across  into  the  Home  Depot  site 
creates  connected  urban  tissue  where  there  is  now  just  parking  lots.  The  proposed  plan  maintains  the  disjunctures,  makes 
bad  intersections  and  fails  to  create  a  seamless  sense  of  walkable  streets,  similarly  the  walk  from  the  into  the  new 
development  is  broken  and  the  sight  lines  do  not  allow  a  view  to  or  from  the  T-  a  most  critical  visual  connection!  We 
discussed  these  concerns  in  a  meeting  with  the  developer,  much  earlier  in  the  process. 
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In  addition  the  Foley  Street  connection  under  the  highway  needs  substantial  improvement  and  the  developers  should 
contribute  to  or  take  on  that  improvement,  so  that  Somerville  neighborhoods  connect  through  the  development  to  the  T. 


1 


Open  Space:  Similarly  critical  is  the  allotment  of  public  space  and  green  space.  All  across  Somerville  we  are  battling  to 
assure  an  adequate  increase  in  the  permeable  open  land  and  planted  green  spaces  that  the  city  needs  for  reasons  including 
public  health,  environment,  and  storm  water  management.  This  project  is  NOT  ADEQUATE  in  its  open  space 
contribution.  We  believe  a  new  norm  of  30%  s  needed  and  feasible  for  the  city’s  new  developments.  5  to  10%  is  not 
sufficient.  This  project  should  not  be  allowed  to  go  forward  without  making  a  substantial  contribution  to  rectifying  this 
deficit,  either  on  site  or  in  a  contribution  to  open  space  elsewhere.  This  area  has  a  history  of  being  entirely  paved  and  that 
needs  to  be  rebalanced  to  protect  the  area  from  flooding  and  the  Mystic  River  from  run  off. 

Green  Building  Standards:  The  project  references  its  environmental  bonafides  -  including  that  buildings  will  address 
LEED  standards  -  in  some  unspecified  way.  There  is  no  reason  the  project  should  not  make  a  commitment  to  a  specific 
LEED  standard  -  the  higher  the  better.  Gold  if  not  platinum.  Meeting  existing  codes  is  hardly  aspirational. 

Traffic  and  Parking:  I  find  the  analysis  that  local  intersections  are  not  dangerous  or  overburdened  to  be  unbelievable. 
Breaking  up  complex  intersections  into  smaller  ones  to  reduce  the  traffic  incident  count  should  be  carefully  scrutinized. 
The  proposal  claims  to  be  endorsing  the  TDM  strategy  required  in  the  settlement  between  Mystic  View  and  Federal  Realty 
but  the  only  evidence  of  that  I  could  find  was  the  proposal  to  provide  priority  parking  spaces  to  car  pools.  That  is  weak  and 
inadequate.  We  discussed  effective  strategies  such  as  providing  employees  with  T  passes,  charging  for  parking,  indoor  bike 
parking  and  showers  and  various  employee  incentive  programs. 

Public  Health:  It  is  imperative,  given  the  current  data  that  developments  within  300  feet  of  the  highway  not  include 
residential  space,  unless  extreme  air  quality  mitigation  is  included.  To  quote  the  response  from  David  Dahlbacka:  The 
phase  4  residential  development  at  block  25  is  far  too  close  to  1-93.  Epidemiological  studies,  including  the  recent  Conunnnity 
Assessment  of  Freeway  Exposure  and  Health  (CAF EH)  Study,  show  that  living  near  major  expressways  is  associated  with  increased 
risk  of  asthma  in  children  and  heart  disease  in  adults.  Please  ask  the  developer  to  specify  an  alternative  use  for  this  site,  such  as 
making  this  development  a  mixed  office -and- retail  development  and  moving  some  of  the  residences  to  a  building  farther  from  i-93. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention  in  this  important  matter. 


Anne  Tate 


Anne  Tate,  Professor 
Rhode  bland  School  oj  Design 
2  College  Street,  Pro\idence.  Rt 02903 


140  Sycamore  Street,  Somerville 


Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 


From:  Lee  Palmer  <leeericapalmer@gmail.com> 

Sent:  Monday,  November  21 , 201 6  2:03  PM 

To:  Johnson,  Holly  (EEA) 

Subject:  Somerville  desperately  needs  more  green  space 


Matthew  A.  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  and  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office,  Attn:  Hotly  Johnson,  MEPA  Analyst 

EEA  number  #1 5595 

100  Cambridge  Street.  Suite  900 

Boston  MA  02114 


Dear  Mr.  Beaton, 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  support  for  the  development  at  5  Middlesex  Ave.  in  Somerville,  with  the  following  exception:  the 
development  has  a  pathetic  amount  of  green  space.  I  am  writing  to  request  that  you  do  not  allow  the  developer  to  delay  the 
environmental  review  on  the  first  parcels  but  instead  require  them  to  increase  the  green  space  percentage  to  at  least  30%. 
Green  space  improves  environmental  quality  as  well  as  makes  for  a  nice  place  to  live  and  work.  And,  it  can  help  with 
Somerville's  storm  water  problems.  There  are  too  many  impermeable  surfaces  already  in  Somerville.  We  need  to  grab  this 
opportunity  to  increase  our  green  space  and  permeability. 
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Sincerely, 


Lee  Erica  Palmer,  Esq. 

Ph+txt:  (781)330-1740 
http://www.LeeEricaPalmer.org 
Somerville  Ward  3  School  Committee 
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45  Ibbetson  St.  #  1 
Somerville.  MA  02143 
November  21,  2016 


N0V  2  S  im 


Matthew  A,  Beaton,  Secretary 

Executive  Office  of  Energy  &  Environmental  Affairs 

MEPA  Office 

1 00  Cambridge  St,  Suite  900 
Boston,  MA  02114 

Attn.:  Holly  Johnson.  MEPA  Analyst 
Re:  EEA#  15595 

Dear  Mr.  Beaton: 

I  wish  to  comment  on  the  Environmental  Notification  Form  for  the  proposed  Office  and 
Research  Center  +  Residences  at  Assembly,  5  Middlesex  Avenue,  Somerville. 

The  process  of  transforming  Assembly  Square  from  a  place  with  defunct  industrial  sites  and  a 
failing  mall  to  a  place  with  a  diversity  of  high  value  uses  is  well  underway,  but  there  are  still 
challenges  ahead.  In  order  to  continue  moving  forward,  there  must  be  continued  focus  on 
creating  a  place  that  is  safe  and  inviting  for  pedestrians.  This  requires  serious  thinking  about 
urban  design  and  transportation.  I  am  concerned  that  the  Ades  proposal  latches  on  to  the  work 
done  by  other  developers  without  making  further  contributions. 

Pedestrian  access  to  Assembly  Square  from  adjacent  Somerville  communities:  Federal 
Realty  (FRIT)  paid  for  improvements  to  the  walkway  under  1-93  from  Lombardi  Street  to  Mystic 
Avenue;  FRIT  and  Partners  paid  for  the  construction  of  a  pedestrian/bicycle  path  from  Mystic 
Avenue  to  the  Winter  Hill  Yacht  Club.  Together  these  projects  provide  greatly  improved  access 
to  the  river  from  East  Somerville  and  access  to  the  new  developments  in  Assembly  Square. 

FRIT  also  paid  for  the  undercarriage  under  the  Route  28  bridge,  providing  a  safer  pedestrian/bike 
connection  from  the  Ten  Hills  neighborhood  to  Assembly  Square;  FRIT  also  improved  the 
existing  pathways  in  the  DCR  park  along  the  Mystic  River,  further  enhancing  access  to  the  river 
and  the  new  Orange  Line  stop  from  Ten  Hills.  There  is  another  major  connection  route  to  East 
Somerville  that  is  in  need  of  major  improvement:  the  pedestrian  travel  line  from  Kensington 
Ave.  and  the  Stop  &  Shop  to  Foley  Street  and  the  Orange  Line  stop  in  Assembly  Square.  The 
self-storage  building  on  Middlesex  Avenue  paid  for  the  creation  of  green  space  and  a  path  from 
Mystic  Avenue  to  Middlesex  Avenue;  there  remains  a  need  to  make  the  rest  of  the  route  under 
the  highway  to  Kensington  Ave.  safe  and  inviting.  It  would  make  sense  to  require  the  Ades 
development,  bordering  on  Foley  Street  and  Middlesex  Ave.,  to  take  on  this  improvement. 

Design  of  street  and  block  structure  and  open  space:  The  properties  that  now  belong  to  FRIT 
were  the  subject  of  a  lengthy  public  design  process  that  began  with  the  previous  owners  of  the 
land.  The  resulting  FRIT  plan  aims  to  make  possible  the  future  transformation  of  the  mall  site 
into  a  more  urban  development  form.  The  self-storage  building  went  through  a  lengthy  process 


with  a  team  of  citizens  to  try  to  insure  that  placement  of  the  building  would  not  interfere  with 
possible  future  changes  to  road  access  to  Assembly  Square  and  to  try  to  improve  conditions  for 
pedestrians  traveling  from  Kensington  Ave.  to  Assembly  Square.  The  Ades  project  has  an 
irregular  street  plan  that  does  not  seem  to  integrate  functionally  with  the  rest  of  the  Assembly 
Square  street  plan.  The  project  has  an  odd  assortment  of  minimally  usable  open  spaces  that 
include  spaces  that  look  like  they  will  be  drowned  in  shadows,  places  sited  on  inaccessible  roofs, 
and  places  perched  on  the  edges  of  an  intersection.  Furthermore,  the  Ades  plan  does  not  take 
advantage  of  the  possibilities  for  integrating  permeable  surfaces  into  road,  sidewalk  and  open 
space  design.  There  is  definitely  a  need  for  serious  redesign  with  public  participation. 

Need  for  high  quality  complete  streets  in  Assembly  Square:  It  is  critical  that  Foley  Street, 
potentially  the  most  direct  pedestrian  and  bike  connector  from  central  East  Somerville  to  the  T 
stop,  be  brought  up  to  MassDOT  complete  street  standards  and  employ  high  quality  sidewalk 
design.  Since  one  side  of  this  development  fronts  on  Foley  Street,  Ades  should  be  asked  to  take 
a  leadership  role  in  working  to  bring  the  road  up  to  standards,  and  to  use  high  quality  urban 
design  in  its  fronting  sidewalk.  Furthermore,  the  sidewalk  fronting  the  existing  Ades  office 
building  on  Middlesex  Avenue  is  dangerous  and  in  violation  of  ADA  standards;  Ades  should  be 
required  to  work  with  the  state  to  redesign  and  rebuild  this  section  of  Middlesex  Ave. 

Traffic  management:  The  settlement  agreement  between  FRIT  and  the  Mystic  View  Task 
Force  requires  FRIT  to  establish  a  Transportation  Management  Association.  That  has  not  yet 
taken  place.  With  the  ramping  up  of  the  Partners  facility,  the  need  for  a  TMA  is  becoming  ever 
more  urgent.  Ades  is  proposing  to  add  a  total  of  2 1 , 1 66  vehicle  trips  per  day,  on  a  par  with  the 
number  of  trips  expected  to  be  added  by  the  new  Wynn  casino.  Ades  must  play  an  active  role  in 
the  TMA  when  it  is  established,  or  there  simply  will  not  be  capacity  for  all  of  the  projected 
development.  One  possible  piece  of  a  solution  could  include  subsidies  from  Assembly  Square 
businesses  to  support  improvements  to  public  bus  service  between  Assembly  Square  and  the  rest 
of  Somerville.  There  is  currently  only  one  bus  route  that  connects  the  interior  of  Assembly 
Square  to  central  Somerville  (route  90),  and  it  runs  shortened  days  (service  stops  around  10  p.m. 
on  weekdays  and  Saturdays,  and  around  6:00  p.m.  on  Sundays)  on  an  infrequent  schedule  (every 
40  to  65  minutes  on  weekdays  and  every  70  minutes  on  weekends). 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  concerns. 


Sincerely, 

%  tytuTxi 

Lynn  McWhood 
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Appendix  C:  Transportation  Supporting 
Documentation 


Note:  Materials  are  provided  on  the  enclosed  CD-ROM.  Hard  Copies  available  upon 
request. 


>  Traffic  Volume  Count  Data 

>  Seasonal  Adjustment  Factors 

* 

>  Public  Transportation 

>  Vehicular  Crash  Data 

>  Background  Projects 

>  Trip  Generation  Projections 

>  Trip  Distribution  Calculation  Worksheets 

>  Site-Generated  Traffic  Volume  Networks 

>  Intersection  Capacity  Analyses 

>  Vehicle  Queue  Diagrams 

>  Mobility  Management  Plan 
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Appendix  D:  Air  Quality  and  Greenhouse  Gas 
Supporting  Documentation 


Note:  Materials  are  provided  on  the  enclosed  CD-ROM.  Hard  Copies  available  upon 
request. 


MOVES  Emissions  Factor  Output 
Mobile  Source  Mesoscale  Analysis 
Energy  Modeling 
Stationary  Source  Analysis 
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Appendix  E:  Civil  Site  Plans 


Note:  Materials  are  provided  on  the  enclosed  CD-ROM.  Hard  Copies  available  upon 
request. 


Cover  and  Index  Sheet 

C-1  Legend  and  General  Notes 

C-2  Neighborhood  Context  Map 

C-3  Layout  and  Materials  Plan 

C-4  Grading,  Drainage,  and  Erosion  Control  Plan 

C-5  Utility  Plan 

C-6  Site  Details 

C-7  Site  Details 

C-8  Site  Details 

Sv-1  Existing  Conditions  Plan  of  Land 
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Appendix  F:  Environmental  Due  Diligence 


Note:  Materials  are  provided  on  the  enclosed  CD-ROM.  Hard  Copies  available  upon 
request. 
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Appendix  G:  Land  Swap  Survey 


Note:  Materials  are  provided  on  the  enclosed  CD-ROM.  Hard  Copies  available  upon 
request. 
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